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Current Topics 


The Sinking of ‘‘ The Arabic,” 

Ir 18 now clear that no possible excuse is open to the German 
Government for the sinking of The Arabic. The usual plausible 
pleas advanced, namely, that the ship was carrying contraband, 
or was under convoy, or was attempting to ram the submarine 
which atvacked it, or was attempting to escape after notice to 
stop—ail these are in the circumstances so absurd that no Ger- 
man apologist seems even to have suggested them in the press 
of Germany or America. Of course we have slways maintained 
that even if such pleas were in any case more than mere 
plausible fictions, none of them could justify the disregard for life 
and settled rules ef Internationa) Law shewn by the whole of 
Germany's submarine campaign against our passenger and mer- 
cantile marine. 


The Policy of an ‘‘ EmBargo,” 

UNLESS GERMANY disavows the attack on The Arabic, 
recalls the submarine which committed it, and takes steps for the 
punishment of its commander, it would seem that America 
must take some action. In previous notes she has expressly 
stated that a continuance of attacks on peaceful shipping pre- 
ceded by no notice, and accompanied by no precautions for the 
safety of the passengers and crew, if resulting in injury to 
American subjects, would be deemed an unfriendly act. Two 
American passengers are reported dead or missing, so the situa- 
tion contemplated by the Presidential Note has, in fact, 
arisen. It seems certain that after a shorter or longer period 
of inquiry into the facts the American Administration 
will demand of Germany redress and punishment of the 
offenders ; if that is not received, severance of friendly relations 
must surely follow. Such severance may take two forms: war 
or the declaration of an “Embargo” against commerce with" 
Germany. President WILSON is believed to have a deep disin- 
clination against the declaration of war except in the last resort 
and we are not certain that such a policy would really assist the 
Allies. It is doubtful if the American Army and Navy could 
greatly assist us, and the entrance of the United States into the 
world-wide war, by removing from industrial to military pur 
poses great quantities of American labour and capital, would 
gravely affect the production of foodstuffs which we must buy 
from abroad and reduce seriously the market for our exports, 
On the other hand, the policy of “ Embargo” would assist our 
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commerce while winning for us the moral support of the United 
States. This policy of “Embargo,” we may remark, ie no new- 
fangled invention of President WILSON, as the daily press seems 
to suppose. It is the traditional policy of the American demo- 
cratic party when faced with a breach of International Law. It 
was adopted shortly before i812 by the great JEFrERSON— 
author of the Declaration of Independence—when his protests 
against our Orders in Council and impressment of seamen on 
American vessels proved unavailing. But it is apt to lead in the 
long run to war; and a year or two later England and the 
United States found themselves at war. 


American Views of International Law. 


Ir 1s perhaps worth while mentioning here a point which is 
rather overlooked in most English comments on the International 
acts of the United States. There has always existed a different 
view as to nature and origin of International Law on the part 
of American jurists from that entertained in England and on 
the Continent. In Europe our jurists are still dominated by the 
point of view of Grotius, who opens his treatise on “ De Bello et 
Pace” by saying in effect that war is a return from the artificial 
state of civilization to the natural state of hostilities. On this 
view of the Jus Naturale, which is rather implied than expressed 
by Grortivs and his successors, it follows that there are no binding 
obligations betweeen sovereign states except those which any 
state makes binding on itself either by inveterate usage on its 
part or by entering into a treaty. From this point of view, 
all International obligations between states are based either on 
“estopell”—the admissions of a state arising out of its 
immemorial customs—or on “contract.” But American 
statesmen and jurists bave always taken a deeper view, as is 
ointed out by Sir HENry MAINE in his treatise on International 
a “ The statesmen and jurists of the United States,” he says, 
“do not regard International Law as having become binding on 
their country through the intervention of any Legislature. 
They do not believe it to be of the nature of immemorial 
usage ‘of which the memory of man runneth not to the 
contrary. They look upon its rules as a main part of 
the conditions on which a state is originally received into 
the family of civilized nations Put in another way, 
it would probably be that the state which disclaims the 
authority of International Law places berself outside the circle 
of civilized nations.” In other words, American jurists regard the 
observance of International Law as the condition precedent to 
recognition of any country as a civilized sovereign state. Con- 
sequently, when its rules are broken, they are not so much 
concerned withthe injury to their own rights and the demand 
of redress for such injury as with the resulting effect on the 
legal status of the wrong-doing nation. Hence the idea of war 
to get redress for an injury to one’s subjects and to vindicate 
national honour does not appeal so readily to American states 
men and jurists as to those of Europe. The sanction which does 
appeal to them is that indicated by their view of International 
Law, namely, the boycott of the offending nation by refusing any 
longer to recognize it and treat it as a civilized state. This 
explains the American preference for a policy of “ Embargo” over 
one of war. 


The New Status of Cotton. 


WE PUBLISH elsewhere the new Proclamation, contained in the 
London Gazette of 24th August, which declares that cotton is to 
be treated as absolute contraband of war. As we pointed out 
last week, this has the effect of legalising our attitude towards 
jhe import of cotton into Germany, although it reverses our 

revious policy in connection with this article of commerce. 
That policy, however, was no doubt adopted at atime when 
our Foreign Office had not in mind the supreme importance of 
raw cotton as the material for the manufacture of guncotton and 
therefore an ingredient in all high explosives. Mr. HILairE 
BELLOC, indeed, almost from the commencement of the war 
pointed out in the luminous war articles he contributes weekly 
to Land and Water the military significance of cotton; but as 
most other military critics in the press derided his view, it is not 
surprising that the Government should have undervalued it. 





When the importance of cotton to our enemies began to be 
recognised the Foreign Office was naturally reluctant to turn its 
back on its own previous attitude. Hence the policy of blockade 
—which cannot be easily justified on strict = of Inter. 
national Law when the blockade is only partially effective, 
and which cannot be technically justified at all when 
applied to neutral ports — was preferred to that of 
a declaration that cotton is contraband. In practice, probably, 
their is little to choose between them as regards results, but the 
contraband policy has the advantage of simplicity on its side, 
Also it is easier for the man in the street to understand—an 
important asset in the practical conduct of affairs. As the 
famous nisi prius advocate, SCARLETT, used to say, when you 
have to choose between two equally good ways of doing business, 
reject the one which is soundest logically and select that which 
is easiest for a common juryman to understand; for you 
never can tell when you may be dragged into litigation and 
there forced to explain your conduct to a common jury. 


The Proclamation on Contraband. 


Our GOVERNMENT has issued so many Proclamations about 
contraband during the past year of war, and they are so con- 
fused by being mixed up with the Declaration of London, that 
a brief historical summary of the course we have pursued may 
prove useful. It will be remembered that the Declaration of 
London, which laid down general rules as to Contraband and 
Capture, although signed by our plenipotentiaries, was 
never ratified by the Crown. t was not ratified 
because the Naval Prize Bill, introduced to ratify it 
was thrown out by the House of Lords on the ground 
that the Declaration went a long way towards abolishing those 
advantages in maritime warfare which Britain derives from her 
command of the seas. Of course, ratification of the treaty by 
Parliament was not in constitutional law necessary, since the 
power of making treaties is vested in the Crown; but naturally 
in so important a matter no Government would care to advise 
the Crown against the wishes of the Legislature. Such was the 
situation when war broke out. Some indication of our atti- 
tude on the great quaestiones veratae of Maritime Warfare had to 
be given neutrals. So on 4th August a Proclamation was issued 
which enumerated only twelve articles as absolute and thirteen as 
conditional contraband. Then came the partial adoption of the 
Declaration of London by all the Allies ; we adopted it on 20th 
August by an Order in Council. But modifications were made 
to safeguard our interests. One of these was the substitution 
of the lists contained in the Proclamation of 4th August for the 
lists of contraband set out in Articles 22 and 24 of the Declara- 
tion; with the other modifications we are not at present con- 
cerned. ‘Well, these substituted lists proved inadequate, and 
on 21st September another Proclamation added to them 
eight more elasses of articles, of which one was “ rubber.” 
This still proved inadequate, and so on 29th October 
a third Proclamation withdrew the old lists altogether 
and substituted for them two new and much_ wider 
lists—-that of absolute contraband enumerated no less than 
twenty-six separate classes of articles, and that of conditional 
contraband so many as fifteen. But again the schedule of 
absolute contraband was found deficient, and on 23rd December 
a fourth Proclamation substituted for it another containing 
twenty-nine classes. The additions, significantly enough, 
consisted chiefly of explosive ingredients, resinous products, and 
unusual metals. In the meantime, the adoption of the Declaration 
of London had been subjected to further modifications by a 
Proclamation of 29th October, but this did not revise the list of 
contraband articles, Then came a lull in the output of Proclama- 
tions relating to contraband, but only a temporary lull. 
Experience showed that the lists were not yet adequate to meet 
conditions of military inventiveness. So on 11th March a new 
Proclamation extended the list of absolute contraband to include 
eight new classes (one of which is castor oil) and that of 
conditional to include “tanning substances of all kinds,” Still 
again, on 27th May, came a sixth Proclamation with new 
additions. Certain coal-tar products, lathes and machine tools, 
and maps or plans of military places were added to the list of 
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absolute contraband. Finally we have the seventh Proclamation 
which at last includes cotton. 


The New Indian High Court. 

IT 1s now ten years since Lord CuRzON on grounds of adminis- 
trative convenience carried through his much criticised partition 
of Bengal. The partition, however, was executive only ; the 
Bengal High Court still retained jurisdiction over the whole area. 
But at the Delhi Durbar, in December, 1911, the King announced 
his intention to give Eastern Bengal a separate High Court. 
This has been done at last ; the seat of the new court is Patna, 
and it will commence its sittings next March. Six judges have 
been appointed provisionally, and in accordance with the statutory 
provision which governs all High Courts of Indian Provinces, one- 
third of the new judges must be Indian civilians, while another 
third must be independent members of the Bar. In fact, half the 
new Bench is allotted to each of these constituent elements, for it 
contains three members of the Civil Service, two judges from 
elsewhere who were members of the Bar, and one Government 
pleader. Asa matter of fact, there exists a way of evading the 
one-third rule which is still extensively adopted in India. It is 
possible, instead of conferring upon a Province a High Court, to 
constitute for it a “ Full” Court this is in practice the same thing 
but the legal status of the Courts are different. A “Full” 
Court is not a High Court within the meaning of the Indian 
Statutes, and so can—and usually does—consist entirely or mainly 
of Indian civilians. 


Lynch Law in America. 

Tue United States is undoubtedly a highly-civilized country, 
yet it tolerates lawlessness of a kind hardly to be found in the 
wildest regions of the Balkans. This is illustrated in a striking 
way by the extraordinary story of a lynching outrage from 
Georgia which has recently appeared in the press. Hitherto 
the methods of lynch-law in the Southern States have been 
accepted as due to the peculiar social repugnance of black and 
white, but the victim of the Georgia outrage was a white man, 
and the son of a millionaire who owned large factories. LEo 
FRANKS was indicted for the murder of a beautiful girl found 
buried in the yard behind his house; the evidence against him 
was solely that of “ opportunity,” except so far as it consists 
of some statements by a negro whose evidence was suspicious 
as being that of the only other person likely to be accused. The 
judge who tried FRANKS pointed out the weakness of the case 
to the jury, but local newspapers—more Americano --had already 
got up an agitation against him, huge crowds attended the trial 
and overawed the jury by their undisguised partisanship ; so 
FRANKS was convicted and sentenced to death. He was 
reprieved by the governor on the ground that his trial had been 
the scene of mob rule. Then strange events happened. First of 
all his fellow-prisoners attempted to assassinate FRANKS, but 
did not quite succeed. Then a party of lynchers stormed the 
gaol, overawed the militia guard, who offered no resistance, and 
hanged the prisoner. Finally a grand jury (the equivalent of 
our coroner’s jury) has found a verdict that FRANKS was mur- 
dered by “some unknown persons,” all the numerous witnesses 
of the crime having refused to identify the murderers. As the 
murderers appear to be universally known to their neighbours, 
the absurdity of this finding is apparent, yet it seems that the 
Federal Executive can do nothing to secure justice upon the 
perpetrators and instiga‘ors of this outrage. 


War Risks and Seamen’s Contracts. 

A WHOLE series of English cases, including a judgment of 
the House of Lords, would appear to have been cheerfully over 
ruled by the Chief Justice of the New Zealand Supreme Court 
in a recent case, Zhe Orari and The Limerick, which at present 
is before us only in a report contained in the New Zealand Times, 
July 6th. The Orari and The Limerick were British steamers en- 
gaged in cargo trade between London and New Zealand when 
the present war broke out; they were then employed to earry 
troops from New Zealand to England, and certain seamen who 
treated their contraets of service as terminated because of the 


changed conditions of the voyage were prosecuted and con- | 








victed. The decision of the magistrates was upheld by the 
Supreme Court, where judgment was delivered by the Chief 
Justice and based on two principles. In the first place, he held 
that the mere outbreak of war does not ipso facto entitle seamen 
on a belligerent vessel to avoid their contracts; there must be 
some ‘‘ added risk” before they are entitled todo so. And, in 
the second place, he refused te find any such added risk in the 
carriage of troops or contraband of war, for he took judicial 
notice of German methods of marine warfare which he found to 
be equally dangerous to ships carrying peaceful cargo with those 
carrying contraband or troops. They may well be so, but the 
logical conclusion would seem to be, not that there is no added 
risk in the case of ships carrying treops, but that there is an 
added risk to all merchant vessels of the belligerent which 
entitles seamen in every case to avoid their contracts, if they so 
choose, on the happening of an event not contemplated when the 
contract was made—namely, the outbreak of war. Apart from 
older authorities this was clearly stated by Lord LOREBURN in 
Palace Shipping Co. (Limited) v. Carne (1907, A. C. 386), an 
a fortiori ease, for there the vessel was a neutral vessel and so 
not liable to capture unless it could be shewn that the coal she 
carried became contraband under the doctrine of continuous 
voyages. ‘The risk was not a commercial risk, nor the voyage 
a commercial voyage such as the articles contemplated” said 
Lord Loresurn, at p. 45; “ . . . Itis nothing short of 
preposterous to expect that seamen in a strange port shall specu- 
late on the movements of belligerent war vessels, and nicely 
weigh the chances of capture.” Again, so recently as February 
of the present year Lord COLERIDGE applied this prineiple in 
Liston vy. Owners of ss. Carpathian (1915, 2 K. B. 42) toa state of 
affairs practically identical with that in the New Zealand case 
except that 7'he Carpathian indeed carried no contraband or 
troops ; the mere outbreak of war after the commencement of a 
voyage by a British ship, exposing it to capture, was held by his 
lordship to be an uncontemplated event which materially altered 
the character of the voyage and gave to the seamen a right to 
treat their contracts as terminated and refuse to continue the 
voyage unless additional remuneration were paid. Zhe Carpa- 
thian case, of course, is not binding in a New Zealand Court, 
but the principle seems reasonably clear. 


The Inviolability of Neutral 
Waters. 


THE recent German attack on a stranded submarine in Danish 
waters is so clearly a violation of International Law that even the 
German Government has felt constrained to apologize for it. 
The offending officer has been disowned, and a promise has been 
given that careful instructions not to violate the territorial 
waters of neutrals will be given to responsible commanders of 
warships. It is only fair to add that Germany is not the only 
Power who has offended in this way during the continuance of 
the war. Our own attack on 7he Dresden in Chilean waters, 
for which Sir Epwarp Grey offered a handsome apology, is an 
example in point ; and there appear to be cases in which Sweden 
has complained of Russian action in her waters. The truth 
probably is that all naval junior officers are not very well 
instructed in the somewhat recondite doctrines of International 
Law with respect to the territorial character of coast-waters. 
3ut in the case of no other Power has the unintentional or ignorant 
breach of an important rule been attended with the acts of 
inhumanity towards the crew of the vessel attaeked which are 
alleged against the German assailants on Submarine E 13. 

The whole law governing the duty of belligerents to respect 
neutral waters is well summarized in the first article of Hague 
Cenvention XIII., which, as regards this, may he considered 
merely declaratory of well-understood principles of International 
Law. The first article runs as follows :— 

“Belligerents are bound to respect the sovereign rights of 
neutral Powers and to abstain, im neutral territory or neutral 
waters, from any act which would, if knowingly permitted by 
any Power, constitute a violation of neutrality.” 
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It is clear that this article only applies to maritime warfare 
the principle that neutral territory is inviolable, which Article I. 
of Convention V. declares in the case of land warfare. 

The only question of any difficulty or doubt in connection 
with this first article is how far it imposes on the neutral who 
suffers violation a duty to resist or seek redress. The same 
question, of course, was much discussed a year ago in the much 
graver invasion of Belgian rights, and Belgium decided that it 
was her duty to resist. ‘The words “and knowingly permitted ” 
certainly seem to indicate that the neutral must take all reason- 
able steps to prevent the violation or to protest against it after 
its eccurrence, and on the present occasion a Danish destroyer 
steamed in between the combatants—-the most effective form of 
protest short of actual hostilities. According to the author of 
Higgins’ Hague Conferences (at p. 461), “If a violation of 
neutrality occurs, it is a neutral’s duty to take steps to obtain 
redress, especially where the other belligerent is injuriously 
affected, but this is not definitely stated in the Convention.” 
No doubt the plenipotentiaries felt it difficult to lay down a 
rule of resistance which might embarrass weak states in trying 
circumstances, and the position of neutrals like Holland in the 
sear war——which must anxiously avoid giving to the German 
“mpire any pretext for attack upon ber—shows that it would 
not be just to lay down a universal rule that the neutral must 
resist. Everything must depend on what is reasonable in the 
circumstances of each special case. 

Article II. of Convention XIII. applies the general principle 
laid down in Article I. to the particular case of acts done by 
belligerent warships. It reads :— . 

“Any act of hostility, including therein capture and the 
exercise of the right of search, committed by belligerent war 
ships in the territorial waters of neutral Powers constitutes a 
violation of neutrality and is strictly forbidden.” 

There is no doubt about the historical correctness of this rule, 
but just as in the present war so in previous wars there have 
been frequent instances of its violation. In the war between 
England and America in 1812 a British naval force violated 
Spanish territory in America to capture a warship and a 
privateer (7he Anne; 3 Wheaton, 435). In the American 
Civil War the Federals violated the territory of Brazil by cap- 
turing The Florida in Bahia (The Florida; 101 U. 8. 37), and 
our own rights by the capture of Zhe Chesapeake in a Nova 
Scotian port. And in the late Russo-Japanese war, everyone 
remembers how Japanese destroyers captured the partly dis- 
mantled Russian destroyer Lyeshilelni in the Chinese port of 
Chifu. But in all such cases the offending Powers eventually 
admitted the existence of the general rule, even when pleading 
some special justification for breaking it in a particular case. 
Just so the inviolability of trust property is best illustrated by 
the saying that it is “the first duty of a trustee to commit 
judicious breaches of trust.” 

Supposing a vessel is attacked in neutral waters and promptly 
defends itself instead of claiming neutral protection. Of course, 
it is not guilty of violating neutrality if it acts in self-defence. 
But does its action relieve the neutral from the responsibility 
of seeking an explanation and redress from the assailant ? 
Many writers have thought so, HALL among the number. In- 
deed, the French Emperor Lovis NAPoLgon actually so decided 
in 1852, when called upon to arbitrate upon the case of The 
(General Armstrong. That vessel was an American privateer 
which had been attacked and destroyed by the British Fleet 
during the war of 1812 in the Spanish-American harbour of 
Fayal. The United States demanded reparation of the neutral 
on the ground that the privateer was under the guns of a neutral 
battery which knew of the impending attack and could have 
protected it, yet did nothing. In the subsequent arbitration 
proceedings between the United States and the neutral, Louis 
NAPOLEON gave his award in the latter's favour on the ground 
just mentioned—namely, that the privateer had defended herself; 
but modern opinion is disinclined to regard this decision as a 
precedent. Of course, if the vessel found in neutral waters 
commences the attack on her pursuer then she forfeits all claim to 
neutral protection or intervention. 

Article III. of the Convention goes on to deal with the rights 





and duties of all parties where a belligerent vessel has actually 
been captured in neutral waters ; it does so in these terms :— 

“ When a ship has been captured in the territorial waters of a 
neutral Power, such Power must—if the prize is still within its 
jurisdiction—employ the means at its disposal to release the 
prize crew. If the prize is not within the jurisdiction of the 
neutral Power, the captor government, on the demand of that 
Power, must liberate the prize with its officers and crew.” 

This article is also a fair statement of the law apart from the 
Hague Convention ; but, as a matter of fact, it conflicts with a 
previous decision of the American Supreme Court in the case of 
The Sir William Peel (Moore’s International Arbitrations IV., pp 
3935-48). In that case the Supreme Court held that “neither 
an enemy nor a neutral acting on the part of an enemy can 
demand restitution of captured property on the sole ground of 
capture in neutral waters.” But this decision of the Supreme 
Court was reversed by the mixed commission for arbitration on 
claims between British subjects and the United States arising 
during the Civil War. 

Article IV. of Convention XIII. goes on to lay down an 
adjectival rule which follows logically from the three rules of 
substantive law which preeede it :— 

“It is provided that a prize court cannot be set up by a 
belligerent on neutral territory or on a vessel in neutral waters.’ 
This seems obvious, but as a matter of fact France at one time 
tried to establish French prize courts on American territory. But 
the United States successfully resisted all their attempts. 

Of course, the principle that neutral waters are inviolable 
involves certain correspoading duties on the part of the neutral 
Power and the belligerents who take shelter in these waters. 
They must not be used asa base of naval operations (Article \.). 
Munitions of war must not be supplied to belligerents in these 
waters (Article VI.). Armed vessels for the assistance of a 
belligerent must not be allowed to leave neutral ports 
(Article VIII.)—a provision which embodies the decision of the 
international arbitrators in the celebrated Alabama case. War- 
ships of belligerents are forbidden to remain longer than twenty 
four hours in the ports, roadsteads, or territorial waters of the 
neutral (Article X[I.). Other articles deal with cases of less 
importance. But these regulative articles geverning the con 
ditions under which the warships of a belligerent have a limited 
right to use neutral ports are not directly concerned with the 
subject of this article, and we need not discuss them further. 








. . r . 
The Limits of a Trade Union’s 
Privilege. 
In Keily v. National Society of Operative Printers (reported else- 
where), the Court of Appeal decided two interesting points 
arising out of the statutes which govern the legal status of trade 
unions, that of 1871 and that of 1906. The former Act legalized 
trade unions, which previously were illegal at Common Law, 
because their rules were in restraint of trade, but exempted 
members from suing the union or being sued by it to secure 
enjoyment of the union benefits and performance of union duties. 
The latter Act conferred on unions a limited protection against 
actions in tort brought by outsiders. Now it was sett'ed in the 
leading case of Osherne v. Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants 
(1911, 1 Ch. 540), that neither of those statutes deprives the 
Court of jurisdiction to entertain an action by a member of a 
trade union claiming protection against expulsion from tke 
society. For in such an action he is not seeking to enforce an 
agreement for benefits from the society nor to recover a share of 
property. He is merely seeking to preserve his personal status 
as a member of the union—i.., bis right to remain a member 
unless and until he is properly expelled under the rules of the 
society after a fair trial by the authority established under the 
rules. Hence, where this expulsion has in fact been unauthorized, 
either because there has been no adjudication on his case, or 
because the adjudication has not been bond fide, or because it has 
been u/tra vires of the union’s own rules, it follows from Osborne’s 
case (supra) that the member can obtain an injunction restraining 
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the society from expelling him. And it has also been decided 
that a power to expel a member for an alleged breach of a 
society's rules cannot be implied ; it mast be expressed in plain 
and unambiguous language in the constitution of the society, and 
there is no inherent power in a club or society to alter its rules 
so as to introduce such a power (Dawkins v. Antrobus, 17 Ch. D. 
615). 

In the case on which we are commenting a printer’s assistant 
was expelled from the defendant trade union for what the Branch 
Committee regarded as ‘“‘an act of misconduct calculated to 
damage the canine and reputation of the society.” Under 
their rules they had power to expel for this among a number of 
other reasons. The act of misconduct alleged against the 
plaintiff was that he worked for two empioyers at the same time 
in such a way as to work longer hours than the rules of the 
union permitted. The Court of Appeal naturally refused to see 
in such conduct anything that was “calculated to damage the 
character and reputation of the society.” Nor could they 
discover in any of the other cases in which the rules authorized 
expulsion any analogy to the conduct of which KELLY was 
accused. Therefore they upheld the Courts below in granting 
an injunction restraining KELLY’s union from expelling him. 

Sut another question of importance arose out of the same case. 
The county court judge before whom the case originally came 
allowed the plaintiff to give evidence that his expulsion from the 
union had rendered it impossible for him to obtain employment 
asa printer, and that he had been compelled to accept unskilled 
work asa porter. The damages thus flowing from the expulsion 
he held to be recoverable and assessed at £68. But on what 
legal principle can such damages be sustained’ Do they sound 
in tort or in contract? If in tort, the plaintiff would sue for 
trespass to his rights in the property of the society—but that is 
prohibited by the Trade Union Act of 1871. Ifin contract, 
namely, for breaeh of the implied contract to afford him the 
benefits of membership, again he would sue to enforce an agree- 
ment for benefits from the union—and that is likewise pro- 
hibited. So far, then, as the trade union derives its legal 
evidence and recognition from the Act of 1871, the terms of 
that statute expressly debar the member from recovering 
damages against it. 

It has been recognized, however, ina number of recent cases (sce 
judgment of FLetcHeER Mouton, L.J., in Gozney v. Bristol 
Trade and Provident Soriety, 1909, 1 K. B. 901) that for many 
legal purposes a distinction must be drawn between trade unions 
which were illegal at common law, in that their purposes were 
in general restraint of trade, and those which were perfectly 
legal—in other words, mere mutual benefit clubs. In the case of 
the latter, the fact that they are registered trade unions does 
not debar their members from exercising all the common law 
rights of a club member. Hence a good deal may turn on 
whether or not the society's objects and rules are in restraint of 
trade and therefore at common law illegal. In the present case 
all the Courts took the view that the defendant trade union 
was illegal at common law, so that no question of maintaining 
common law rights could arise. But Swinren Eapy, L.J., did 
not content himself with rejecting the claim for damages on this 
ground. He took a wider ground. “Iam not aware,” he said, 
“of any authority for the proposition that a member of a 
voluntary unincorporated association can recover general 
damages against the association as such fora breach of the rules 
or of the contract contained in the rules. The committee is the 
agent of all the members, but one member cannot recover from 
the other members damages for the acts of the committee.” But 
why should this be so? His lordship did not give a reason, 
but we presume he had in mind the doctrine that a person 
cannot contract ‘with himself and therefore cannot enter into a 
joint contract with himself and others, although he can enter 
into a joint and several contract, an old doctrine recently re- 
affirmed in the two well-known cases, Ellis v. Kerr (1910, 1 Ch. 
529) and Napier v. Williams (1911, 1 Ch. 361). 








Mr. Charles Fox, auctioneer, of Oldcastle, county Meath, who was 
arrested last week on a charge of having aided two German wry er to 
escape from Oldcastle concentration camp, was released last Friday 
evening from the military detention barracks at Arbour Hill, Dublin. 





Correspondence. 


Finance Act, 1915, Section 17. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter} 


Sir,—I do not know whether your readers have had occasion to con- 
sider this section in conjunction with section 54 of the Income Tax 
Act, 1853, but the joint effect of the sections appears to be that no 
matter what amount is insured for as a deferred annuity the only 
allowance which can be made against income tax and super tax in 
respect of the premiums on such a policy is £100. 

It has lately been the custom with insurance companies to recom 
mend deferred annuities strongly, and section 54 expressly refers 
to such deferre 1 annuities, and it is assumed that the Finance 
Act, 1915, is not retrospective and that premiums for the current 
year can be brought into account to the full amount (subject to the 
one-sixth limit of total income mentioned in section 54) for income 
tax and super tax, so some scheme will have to be devised by which 
deferred annuity policies can be turned into life policies so as to 
secure the benefit of section 17 (1) (a) of the Finance Act, 1915, by 
which an allowance of premiums not exceeding 7 per cent. of the 
total sum assured is provided. KE. T. HARGRAVEs. 

Aug. 25. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
House of Lords. 


COMMISSIONERS OF INCOME TAX FOR KENSINGTON vr. ARAMAYO. 
10th, llth, 14th, 17th and 18th June; 28th July. 


Revenve—Income TAx—ProniBrT1Ion—RvLE NtSt—PRoFITS AND GAINS 
FROM ‘‘ FoREIGN Possessions ’’—Ptace or ASSESSMENT-—OPTION 
Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 106, 108—Taxes 
MANAGEMENT Act, 18890 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 19), s. 52 


Where the whole of the profits or gains arising from “ foreign pos 
sessions’ are received by a tax-payer in the City of London and not 
elsewhere, the same are Becton only to income tax by the Commis 
sioners for the City of London, and the tax-payer is entitled to a writ of 
prohibition against other income tax commiasionersa who seck to assess 
him in the parish in which he resides 


Held, affirming, after consideration, decision of the Court of Appeal 
(1914, 3 A. B. 429). 


Appeal by the Kensington Income Tax Commissioners against an order 
of the Court of Appeal. Upon a rule to the appellants to shew cause 
why a writ of prohibition should not issue to prohibit them from pro 
ceeding on an assessment to income tax under Schedule D, whereby the 
applicant was assessed in respect of profits of foreign property, 16 
appeared that the applicant, Mr. Felix Aramayo, who resided in Ken 
sington, carried on business in the City of London, and he contended 
that under section 106 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, he was liable to be 
assessed in the City of London only. That section determines where 
alone a person may be assessea to the duties in Schedule D of that 
Act, subject only to the alternative provisions in section 108, which 
give an option to the person liable to assessment The Court of Appeal 
held that, however wide the power of requiring returns or statements 
under section 110, the tax-payer could only be assessed and charged 
where the statute provided that he was to be charged or was charge 
able. They held, therefore, that as the whole of the profits or gains 
arising from foreign possessions were received by Mr. Aramayo in the 
City of London and not elsewhere, the same were only assessable to 
income tax by the Commissioners acting for the City of London, and 


therefore a prohibition would lie to other income tax commissioners, 
Accordingly they reversed the decision of the Divisional Court, and 
decided the question in favour of Mr. Aramayo Hence this appeal 


by the Surveyor of Taxes and the Kensington Commissioners. 


Lord Wrenbury, whose judgment was read first, was of opinion that 
the decision of the Court. of Appeal was right The case, he said, 
afforded a striking illustration of the involved and almost unintelligible 
expression of the law contained in the Statutes relating to income tax 


Earl Loresurn, Lords ATKINSON, Parker, and Parmoor read 
judgments conc urring in the view expressed by Lord Wren 
bury. Accordingly the prohibition granted by the Court of Appeal, 
directed to the appellants, was affirmed, and their appeal dismissed with 
costs, —CounseL, for the appellants, Sir F. L. Smith, 8 G., Wilham 
Finlay, K.C., and Bremner; for the respondents, Edwardes Jones. 
Soxicrrors, 7'he Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Shepheards & Walters; 
Dale & Co. 


“Reporte! by Erxsaing Resp, Barrister-at Law.) 


Nineteen F 
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Court of Appeal. 


KELLY +». NATIONAL SOCIETY OF OPERATIVE PRINTERS AND 
ASSISTANTS AND OTHERS. No. 2. Ist, Sth, and 3ist July. 


Traps Unton—Exprutsion or Memper—Action sy Member ror In 
JUNCTION AND Damaces——Construction or Rutes—‘' Conpuct CaLcu 
LATED TO DamMaGe THE CHARACTER AND Reputation oF THE SocIETY "'— 
Trape Unton Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 31), 8. 4, SUB-SECTION (1), 
The plaintiff, a priate « assistant and a member o} the defendant 

union, worked at a newspaper printing office at night. During the day 

time he also worked for a firm of carriers On this becoming knewn to 
the nduct calculated to 
the character and reputatu n of the soci ty The act of 
alle ged against the plaintiff was not specifically mentioned in the rules 
but one rule provided that no member should work more than twelve 
hours a week In an action in the county court the plaintiff 
obtained a declaration that the resolution expelling him was ultra vires 


* mare damage 


union they expelled him for 
misconduct 


overtime 


and void, and an injunction with damages for £68. The defe ndants 
a ppe aled on the ground that the socu ty wus unlawful, as being im 
restraint of trade, and that the action was brought on an agreement 


made non-entorceabl by section 4 of the Trade Union Act, 1871 
Held, on thie pont ifhrming the decision of the Divisional Court, 
that the society was a society in restraint of trade, but that the action 


was not brought for the purpose such an agreément as was 
barred by section 40f that Act; but reversing the judqme nt appeale d from 
#0 far aa it gave the plaintiff damage 


he could not sue for damages for breach of contract the members of his 


of enforcing 
s, on the ground that as a member 
over in tort against them 


own union, nor could he ree 
Order of county court varied and appeal diamissed with coata. 


Appeal by the National Society of Operative Printers and Assistants 
and certain officials of the from a judgment of a Divisional 
Court (reported 112 L. 1T tep. 399). The defendant sc lety was a 
registered trade union and they appealed to the Divisional Court from 
a judgment of the county court judge at Clerkenwell granting the 
plaintiff certain declarations and an injunction and awarding him £68 
damages. In January, 1911, the plaintiff Kelly, a printer's assistant, 
became a member of theesociety. In January, 1913, he was employed 
hand in the machine-room of the Daily Mail newspaper, 


He also 


as a ‘‘ reel’ 
where his working hours were from 10.30 p.m. to 6.30 a.m. 


worked for Messrs. Sutton’s, carriers, every day from 2.30 p.m. to 
6.30 p.m. From 7 a.m. to 1 p.m. each day were his hours for sleep 


He worked at Sutton’s during the whole time that he was working for 
the Daily Mail, but the fact was not known either to the society or to 
the Daily Mail. On 8th January, 1913, at a meeting of the London 
Branch Committee of the society, at which the plaintiff was present, he 
wus told that he had been summoned to attend in order that he might 
giveanexplanation of a charge that he was engaged in work other than 
his work at the Daily Mail offices and was thus working in excess of the 
limit of time prescribed by the rules of the society After hearing the 
plaintiff the committee decided that he should be suspended from 
membership pending further inquiry, as he admitted that he worked for 
two masters. Subsequently the following minute was recorded :—‘‘ In 
the opinion of this committee the action of Mr. Kelly in performing 
day work in addition to his regular work of six nights each week at 
the Daily Mail is detrimental to the safety of other members who had 
to work with him, and is also an act of misconduct calculated to damage 
the character and reputation of this society, and acting under rule 26, 
clause 15, we now expel him from membership."’ Rule 26 (15) provides 
that ‘‘Members guilty of misconduct calculated to damage the 
character and reputation of the society in other respects than are 
specially mentioned in these rules shall be dealt with at the discretion 
of their branch committee.’’ No rule specially mentioned any other 
matter bearing on the dispute between Kelly and the society except 
rule 29 (2), which provided that no member, being regularly on night 
work, should be allowed to work more than 12 odd hours to his regular 
week's work of six nights, and any member infringing this rule should 
be liable to a fine of 20s. for the first offence, and the committee should 
have power to expel him for a second offence. The plaintiff contended 
that this rule only applied to overtime worked at printing, and that the 
society by its constitution was authorized to make and enforce regu 
lations for the printing and allied trades only The county court 
judge held that Kelly's expulsion was not justified by the rules and 
gave judgment for him. The Divisional Court dismissed an appeal from 
that judgment, and the society then appealed to the Court of Appeal 
Cur. adv. vult 

Tue Court varied the order by striking out the award of damages and 
dismissed the appeal with costs. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the plaintiff was 
a man of forty-three years of age, and he stated that he had taken on 
the extra work for Sutton’s because he was a married man with two 
children and an invalid wife, and he desired to afford her more comforts 
than he could on the wages he received from the Daily Mail. There 
was no evidence to support the defendants’ contention that by his 
working over the hours allowed by the Union he as a “ tired” 
might make mistakes which might endanger his fellow 
Indeed, the foreman said he was a good average workman, 
no change in the quality of his work after he 
Sutton’s. Was, therefore, 


man 

workmen. 
and he saw 
r took up working for 
his working as well as he could for his 





family, conduct likely to damage the character and reputation of the 
society within the meaning of rule 26? He thought not, and therefore 
he agreed that the declaration that he was still a member of the 
society should stand, and also the injunction to restrain the defendants 
from acting on the resolution expelling him. There, however, remained 
the question of damages. The judge found that by reason of the order 
of the society Kelly could obtain no work at any of the offices where 
printing was done by Union men: and that having failed to obtain 
employment at the two or three printing offices where non-union hands 
were employed, he had been out of work, and finally had accepted 
a whole-day post as a porter with a firm, at which he received less than 
he got formeriy from the Duily Mail alone. He seemed to have calcu 
lated what sum in this way the plaintiff lost, and to have awarded him 
£68 as representing it. No doubt the society was illegal, as being in 
restraint of trade at common law, and there was no inherent right in 
any trade union to expel a member unless his conduct was such that 
the rules gave them the power to expel him for that reason. Here 
there was no such ground, and therefore his expulsion was a breach of 
the contract which he, as a member of the society, made with the 
society and its members. He failed to see how he could sue his own 
society for damages for breach of contract, although he was clearly of 
opinion that an action to enforce such an agreement was not barred by 
section 4 (1) of the Trade Union Act, 1871, and it was clear he could 
not recover in tort. The judgment appealed from must therefore be 
varied, and so much of the judgment of the county court as adjudged 
that the defendants should pay £68 as damages struck out. He did 
not think that this variation should affect the question of costs, as the 
plaintiff had succeeded in the main object for which the action was 
brought, and obtained the injunction and declarations he sought 
Accordingly the appeal would be dismissed with costs. 

Puiiimore and Bankes, L.JJ., read judgments to the like effect. 
Order accordingly.—Counset, for the appellants, Holman Gregory, 
K.C., and Harold Morris; for the respondent, Rigby Swift, K.C., and 
Clifford Penny. Sorscrrors, Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, & Co.; R. Wilber 


force Allen. 
[Reported by Exsxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BEAL vr. HORLOCK. No. 2. 19th, 20th, ard 30th July. 
Surpreinc— MERCHANT SH1p—SeAMEN—WaGES—DETENTION OF SHIP IN 
Enemy Porr on Ovursreak oF War—INTERNMENT OF SEAMEN 


Owner's Liasitiry ror Waces—MEercuant Suiprine Act, 1894 (57 & 
58 Vicr. c. 60), ss. 134, 158. 


Where a British ship is in an enemy port on the outbreak of war and 
is detained, but is not confiscated or requisitioned by the authority of 
the Government, and the crew are interned, the ship is not ‘lost 
within the meaning of section 158 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, 
and the seamen’s contracts of service are not determined, and the ship 
owner is liable under section 134 to pay the wages of the crew during 
such internment. 

So held (Phillimore, L.J., dissenting), affirming a decision of Rowlatt, 
J. (reported 1915, 3 K. B. 203). 


Appeal by the defendant against a judgment of Rowlatt, J., in an 
action brought by Mrs. Elizabeth Beal, wife of Tom Beal, second mate 
of the steamer Coralie Horlock, against Frederick Horlock, owner of 
the vessel, to recover half of her husband’s wages allotted to her by him 
in accordance with articles under which he served for a voyage not 
exceeding two years from 2lst May, 1914. Beal’s wages were £9 10s. 
a month, of which £4 15s. a month was allotted by him to his wife, the 
plaintiff, the first payment to be made to her on 22nd June, 1914. The 
vessel left Hull at the end of May, 1914, and went to Alexandria and 
thence to other ports, arriving at Hamburg on 2nd August, 1914. After 
the declaration of war the vessel remained at Hamburg and was unable 
to leave that port, as she was detained by the German authorities. Beal, 
with the officers and other members of the crew, was removed from the 
vessel and interned at Ruhleben. The defendant made payments to the 
plaintiff under the allotment note up to 2nd August, 1914, and he re 
sisted the plaintiff's claim for payment since that date in order to have 
the question of his liability decided, with a view to the determination of 
the amount to be contributed by a shipowner under the Government 
scheme providing for the support of interned sailors and their depen 
dants, under which part of the cost was to be borne by the shipowner 
and part by the Government, the proportion of the former to be depen 
dent upon their liability or otherwise to continue the payment of wages 
to interned crews Rowlatt, J., held that the detention of the ship did 
not terminate the seaman’s contract of service, and the defendant con 
sequently was liable to pay his wages during his internment, and gave 
judgment for the amount then due, but refused to make a general 
declaration of the shipowner’s liability during the continuance of the 
internment. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tre Court (Pxitimore, L.J., dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

Swinren Eapy, L..J., having stated the facts, referred to Articles 1 
and 2 of the Hague Convention VI. of 1907, and said that by Article 2 
a ship in the position of The Coralie Horlock might not be confiscated, 
and in the absence of any evidence to the contrary it must be presumed 
that she was merely detained on condition of being restored after the 
war. There was no evidence of any proceedings in Prize against the 
ship in the German courts. It was contended for the shipowner that 
the service of the seaman was terminated by the ‘‘loss of the ship” 
within section 158 of the Act of 1894, and wages were only payable up 
to 4th August, when it was first detained with the crew on board as 
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prisoners, or, if not, when the crew were removed to the lodging ships 
on 2nd November, or on 8th November, when they were removed to 
Ruhleben, near Berlin. But to hold, in the absence of any evidence of 
confiscation or attempted confiscation, that mere detention of the ship 
was a “‘ loss of the ship ’’ would be to hold directly contrary to Article 2 
of the Hague Convention. In the case of a German ship detained under 
similar circumstances in England, Zhe Chile (58 Soticrrors’ JourRNAL, 
852 ; 1914, P. 212), the President made an order for ‘ detention,’’ but 
abstained from adjudging that the vessel ‘‘ be condemned and sold,’’ and 
until it was known what course was being taken by the German Govern- 
ment with regard to ships detained it could not be decided whether 7'he 
Coralie Horlock was lost or not. Therefore in the present case the 
defendant had failed to establish the loss of the ship. It was then con- 
tended that there had been a ‘‘ wreck '’ of the ship, and reliance was 
placed on a passage in the judgment of Buckley, L.J., in the case of 
The Olympic (1913, P., at p. 107), where he said : ‘‘ The wreck of the 
ship . . . is anything happening to the ship which renders her incapable 
of carrying out the maritime adventure in respect of which the seaman’s 
contract was entered into.’’ He thought that the learned Judge there 
was obviously referring to something physical happening to the ship, 
which so damaged her as to prevent ber continuing her voyage. Nothing 
of that sort had happened here, and he thought there had not been any 
wreck or loss of the ship within section 158 of the Act of 1894. Then 
it was said that the contract with the seamen was at an end and dis 
solved by law, because further prosecution of the venture would involve 
trading with the enemy, but, for the reasons he had given, the mere 
detention of the ship without confiscation on the outbreak of war did 
not at once terminate the contract of the seamen. It followed that the 
defendant had failed to show that the plaintiff's husband had ceased 
to be entitled to wages out of which the allotment was to be paid, and 
the judgment appealed from was right. 

Bankes, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 

Putimore, L.J., dissented. The parties had agreed on the facts. 
It would not have been disputed that, if the seizure had been by pirates, 
the ship would have been “lost,” or to such an extent “lost’’ to 
her owner that the seaman had ceased to be entitled to his wages either 
on 4th August or, if it were important to consider it, at some later 
period. The detention by the German authorities hb» 1 equally defeated 
and destroyed the object of the commercial adventure, and he thought 
the defence to the claim was a good defence and that the shipowner 
was entitled to judgment. Appeal dismissed.—Counsst, for the appel 
lant, George Waliace, K.C., and Raeburn; for the respondent, Greer, 
K.C., and Neilson. Soxrtcrrors, Holman, Birdwocd, & Co.; Griffiths 
& Roberts, for Miller, Taylor, &: Holmes, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Exsxin~s Rap, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re NUTT’S SETTLEMENT. McLAUGHLIN v. McLAUGHLIN. 
Neville, J. 2lst and 22nd July. 


SerrLemeNnt—LimitaTioN or Reat Estate to Use or Trustees aND 
Tuer Hetrrs—Powrr to Tenant ror Lire to Appoint AMONG 
CHILDREN—APPOINTMENT OF ‘‘ TRusT FuNvs aND Property ’’ To Sons 
Wrtnovut Worps or LimirarTion. 

Although an equitable fee simple does not pass as a rule without 
proper words of limitation, the intention of the whole deed must be taken 
into consideration, and accordingly, where the personalty was passed 
absolutely by the gift in the deed, the Court held that an intention had 
been shewn to pass the equitable fee simple in the realty. 


This summons was taken out by trustees of a settlement to determine 
what interest the sons of one Anne Bromilow took thereunder. By the 
settlement, which was dated 14th September, 1852, certain lands were 
assured to the use of trustees and their heirs and assigns upon trust for 
Anne Bromilow for life, and after her death to the use of all or 
such other those of her children as she should by deed appoint, and in 
default of appointment to the use of all and every her children or child 
and the heirs of their respective bodies in equal shares. The settlement 
contained a power to the trustees to sell any part of the 
lands and purchase real estate with the proceeds, the money 
to be invested in stocks pending re-investment in real estate. 
Anne Bromilow by a deed poll under her hand and_ seal 
appointed that the trustees of the settlement should stand 
possessed of the ‘‘trust funds and property ’’ in trust for her four sons 
therein named in equal shares. There were no words of limitation. 
Anne Bromilow died on 24th October, 1911. At the date of the appoint 
ment and also at the date of her death the property subject to the 
trusts of the settlement consisted partly of land and partly of the 
proceeds of sale of land which was subject to a trust for re-investment 
in land. It being uncertain whether the children took life estates or 
estates in fee simple under the deed of appointment the children in order 
to sell a part of the land agreed to execute disentailing deeds so as to 
barter estates tail which they would take under the limitation in default 
of appointment if the appointment only passed life estates, but before 
disentailing deeds could be executed, two of the children died, leaving 
eight children, and so this summons became necessary. 


Nevius, J., after stating the facts, said : Under the words of the 
settlement the appointees of Anne Bromilow took equitable and not 





legal interests. Though a gift by deed of an equitable estate in land 
without words of limitation will without more pass only an equitable 
estate for life this rule must yield to an intention to be found on the 
construction of the whole deed. The rule does not apply to a gift of 
money subject to a trust for investment in land. The fact that the 
gift of such money, which must pass an absolute interest, was coupled 
with the gift of land, is in the case before the Court a sufficient indi 
cation of an intention that the fee simple of the land shall pass. 
Counsex, 7'yldesley Jones ; Dighton Pollock ; G. D. Pepys. Sovicrrors, 
Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for W. C. Cripps, Son, d Daish, Tunbridge 
Wells. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristerat-Law } 


Re J. H. NORDBERG (LIM.). Neville, J. 27:h and 29th July, 
CoMPANY—ARRANGEMENT—INTERFERENCE WITH PRIVILEGES ATTACHED 

To A CLass or SHARES—CoMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 

7, c. 69), ss. 45 anv 120. 

A scheme of arrangement for reduction of capital which complied 
with the requirements of section 120 of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, and did not offend the provisions of section 45 of that Act, 
was sanctioned by the Court. 

Re Palace Hotel (Limited) (56 Soticrrors’ Journatr, 649) followed. 


This was a petition to sanction a scheme of arrangement. A com- 
pany’s memorandum of association provided that the profits were to 
be applied annually (1) in payment of a 7 per cent. cumulative dividend 
on the preference shares; (2) subject thereto as to one-third between 
the holders of the preference shares and as to two-thirds between the 
holders of ordinary shares in a winding-up. After repayment of the 
capital paid up on the preference and ordinary shares respectively, the 
balance was to go as to 25 per cent. among the preference shareholders, 
and as to 75 per cent. among the ordinary shareholders. The capital 
of the company was £5,000, divided into 3,000 preference shares of £1 
each and 2,000 ordinary shares of £1 each. All the ordinary shares 
had been issued, and 502 preference shares, the whole of the issued 
capital being fully paid. In 1915 a scheme of arrangement was pro- 
posed by the directors, which contained the following provisions :—(1) 
After paying the 7 per cent. dividend on the preference shares, the 
balance of the annual profits was to be divided wholly among the ordi- 
nary shareholders; (2) in the event of a winding-up after repayment 
of capital paid up on the preference and ordinary shares respectively, 
the balance of assets available was to be distributed athong the ordinary 
shareholders. In accordance with the usual order of Court, separate 
meetings of preference and ordinary shareholders were held, and reso 
lutions approving the scheme were passed unanimously. The company 
now applied to the Court by petition for sanction of the scheme, and 
relied on the decision of Swinfen Eady, J., in Re Palace Hotel Co. 
(Limited) (1912, 2 Ch. 438). 

Nevitie, J. :—I follow Re Palace Hotel Co. (Limited) (ubi supra), 
and sanction the scheme, as it does not come within the provisions of 
section 45 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.—CounsegL, F'rank 
Evans. Souscrrors, Munns & Longden. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


ARLIDGE v. HAMPSTEAD URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Neville, J. 
23rd and 30th July. 


Locat GovenNMENT—Premises Unrit ror Hapitation—CLosinc Orper 

Service or Orper on Ledsee—FReenoLper Not KNown-——Service 

or ORDER ON FREEHOLDER BY LEAVING ORDER WITH THE INMATE OF THE 

Premises—Svrriciency or Service—Hovsinc or tHE WorKING 

Crasses Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 70), 3. 49—Hovsine, Town Pran- 
nina Act, 1909 (9 Ep. 7, c. 44), s. 17, sunp-sxction 3 


Where the defendant council made all the usual inquiries, but were 
unable to discover the owner of the freehold, and accordingly served a 
sealed copy of a closing order addressed to the owner of the premises 
by leaving it with a woman who wae in occupation thereof, 

Held, that such service was sufficient, and that for the purposes of 
section 17, subsection 3, of the Housing, Town Planning Act, 1909, it 
was not necessary that the order should be served personally. 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants, until 
the trial, from enforcing a closing order in respect of certain premises, 
The plaintiff was the lessee of the premises for the residue of a term 
of ninety-nine years created by a lease dated 17th September, 1869, leas 
the last day thereof. A closing order had been made in respect of the 
premises by the defendant council. The plaintiff had appealed against 
the order without success, and had taken other proceedings to obtain its 
withdrawal which had not been successful, and he now brought an 
action for a declaration that the order was inoperative on the grounds of 
insufficient service. The defendant council had made inquiries from 
tenants of the premises, and owners, agents and tenants of adjoining 
premises, and had searched the file of drainage applications in respect of 
the revaluation of the premises, but had been unable to discover the 
freeholder. <A sealed copy of the closing order was addressed to ‘‘ the 
owner,’’ and served by leaving it with a woman who was in occupation 
of the premises. Counsel for the plaintiff contended that service must 
be made upon the owner personally, and that section 49 of the Housing 
of the Working Classes Act, 1890, under which the defendants had made 
service, only applied to service of notices of orders, and not to service 
of the orders themselves. He also contended that, for the purposes of 
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section 17, sub-section 3, of the Housing, Town Planning Act, 1909, the 
order must be personally served. 

Neviuie, J., after stating the facts, said: I come to the conclusion 
that there has been sufficient service to satisfy the Acts, and I accord- 
ingly refuse the injunction.—Counsen., Jenkins, K.C., and R H. 
Hodqe; Peterson, K.C., and 8. G. Turner. Sowrcrrors, Rabinatein, 
Nash, & Co.; A. P. Johnson. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-st-Law.) 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 20th August contained a Notice to Mariners, 
dated 16th August, providing for closing of ports, an examination 


service, and sweeping operations, 





The London Gazette of 24th August contained the following : 


A Proclamation 


Apptnc vo THe List or ArticLes To Be TREATED AS CONTRABAND 

or War. 

Whereas on the 23rd day of December, 1914, We did issue Our Royal 
Proclamation specifying the articles which it was Our intention to treat 
ax contraband during the continuance of hostilities or until We did 
give further notice; and 

Whereas on the 11th day of March and on the 27th day of May, 
1915, We did, by Our Royal Proclamations of those dates, make certain 
additions to the list of articles to be treated as contraband of war; 
and 

Whereas it is expedient to make certain further additions to the said 
lists : 

Now, therefore, We do hereby declare, by and with the advice of 
Our Privy Council, that during the continuance of the war or until We 
do give further public notice, the following articles will be treated as 
absolute contraband in addition to those set out in Our Royal Pro- 
clamations aforementioned : 

Raw cotton, cotton linters, cotton waste, and cotton yarns, 

And We do hereby further declare that this Our Royal Proclamation 

shall take effect from the date of its publication in the London Gazette. 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 
BELGIAN LAWYERS’ RELIEF FUND. 


rhis fund has been formed with the approval of His Excellency the 
Belgian Minister and in consultation with the War Refugees’ Committee, 
and has the support of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, the Master of the Rolls, and the Lord Justice Phillimore, and 
also of the Bar Council, the Law Society, the Scriveners’ Company, the 
Society of Public Notaries of London, and the Incorporated Society of 
Provincial Notaries of England and Wales. The object of the fund is 
to provide for the financial need existing amongst Belgian lawyers now 
refugees in this country. 


£ s. d. 

\mount already acknowledged ' .. 2,356 15° 0 
FIFTH LIST OF DONATIONS 

Kirmingham Law Society ; ei 26 0 
Messrs, Frere, Cholmeley & Co 10 10 O 
Maurice Hill, Esq., K.C. 10 0 
Messrs. Hores, Pattisson & Bathurst 10 0 
Bb. A. Wightman, Esq. , 0 


Messrs. Taylor, Willcocks & Co. 
E. Fitzjohn Oldham, Esq 

EK. H. Chapman, Esq 

J. T. Jackson, Esq. 

KE. E, Greenwell, Esq. 

Somerset Law Society 

W. E. Tyldesley Jones, Esq 

N. C. Bailey, Esq 

Cecil Dowson, Esq. , 
(iloucester and Wiltshire Incorporated Law Society 
W. T. Massey, Esq. 

Messrs. Walker, Sons & Rainey 
S. C. Ambrose, Esq ose 
Sir Walter 8S. Prideaux 

H. T. Kemp, Esq., K.C 
Theodore Garnett, Esq 

J. Rowntree, Ese - 
Messrs. Royds, _- & Co. 
W. Welchman, Esq see 
E. T. Adams Phillips. Esq. 
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Guy Ellis, Esq. : ; 
Messrs. Woodroffes & Ashby 
J. R. French, Esq. 
Messrs. Lamb & Stringer 
The Master, Granville Smith 
Messrs. Kinch & Richardson 
H. W. Cook, Esq. on 

A. Eckersley Hope, Esq 
Albert H. Williams, Esq. 

E. W. Hunnybun, Esq. 

G. H. C. Lea, Esq. 

Wm. Renny, Esq. 

Messrs. F. James & Sons 

E. H. Matthews, Esq 
James W. Gardner, sq. 
Messrs. EK. Almond & Sons 
T. G. Baynes, Esq 

J. Watts, Esq. 

8S. Brain, Esq. 

‘** Anonymous ”’ 

“ Anonymous ”’ (Nottingham) 
Gi. E. Jones, Esq. 

J. Ricardo, Esq. 

M. A. Jacobs, Esq 

Norman N. Lee, Esq 

E. B. Mooring Aldridge, Esq. 
Alfred Brett, Esq. ; 
“* Anonymous ”’ ian 
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Further subscriptions, which are urgently required, may be sent by 
cheque crossed “The Belgian Lawyers’ Relief Fund,’ to Mr. E. R. 
Cook, Secretary, Law Society, Chancery Lane, W.C., by whom they 
will be acknowledged. 1 ' 








Effect of War on Seamen’s 
Contracts. 


The following are extracts, taken from the New Zealand Times of 
10th July, from the judgment delivered in the Supreme Court on 5th July 
by Sir Robert Stout, C.J., dismissing the appeals of the seamen of the 
steamers Orari and Limerick against convictions and fines recorded 
against them for having refused to proceed to sea with those vessels 
as transports. The title of 7’he Orari appeal was Harris and Others 
v. Bence, and that of The Limerick was Sullivan and Others v. McF ar 
lane. Mr. P. J. O'Regan appeared for the appellants, Mr. A. W. 
Blair for McFarlane, and Mr. H. E. Evans for Bence. 

The cases in regard to the two steamers were heard together, and 
the appeal was not on a question of fact, but on a question of law. 
All the seamen had been engaged in London, and for the return 
voyage back to London. The steamers were engaged in the carrying 
of ordinary produce to London, and The Orari was loaded with pro 
duce. Zhe Limerick was to load produce. In this state of things the 
Government asked the owners of these vessels to carry troops and 
horses to London—that is, to take as passengers New Zealand troops 
and their horses with them to London. The appellants disobeyed 
orders on the ground that this was an interference with their contract 
in making ‘them remain seamen on a vessel carrying troops, seeing that 
England was at war with Germany and Austria-Hungary, and they 
therefore refused duty. The case came before the magistrate, and he 
found that the various seamen had committed an offence in disobeying 
the lawful commands given to them, and fined them ; hence this appeal. 

Now, His Honour said, I have no power to review the facts 
found by the magistrate, and the magistrate has found as a fact that 
so far as any risk to the seamen was concerned by the carrying of 
troops, there was no material increase of the risk. He has pointed out 
that the enemy had, in dealing with another vessel that was not carry- 
ing troops, sunk the ship, The Kaipara, and he therefore came to the 
conclusion that the risk was not only not increased to the seamen by the 
putting of troops on board, but that the ship was rendered more safe 
from attack because a convoy of war vessels was to accompany both 
these ships, which would prevent them being attacked by any German 
cruisers. I must therefore start with the assumption that the risk 
of the sailors had not been increased, and the sole question I have to 
determine, therefore, is this : is the mere fact of war having been pro 
claimed, and consequently a new risk engendered to seamen on British 
vessels, enough to enable them to say that their contract is void or 
voidable at their option? I am not aware of any authority that can 
be cited for such a proposition, except the case of Liston and Others v 
The Owners of The Carpathian (L.R. 1915, 2 K. B. 42). That was not 
a case exactly like the present, though it appears to me the judgment 
goes the length that the counsel for the appellants claim this court 
should go. 

His Honour stated the case, and proceeded: The first thing to be 
observed about that case is that this case seems to go the whole length 
of saying that once war is proclaimed that is a sufficient ground for 
cancelling the contract of employment because the parties did not con- 
template a state of war when that contract was made. I am unable to 
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agree to-such a large proposition. It would mean if it were true that 
every British vessel, wherever she may be, except perhaps at sea, that 
whatever port she may be in, the sailors would have the right to treat 
the contract as voidable and to cancel their engagements and refuse to 
take the ship out of the harbour in which she happened to be lying. 
No previous case has gone this Jength. 

His Honour also referred to the Araminta Case (1 Spink, Ecc. and 
Adm. Rep. 224, at p. 229); The Palace Shipping Uo. v. Caine (1907, 
A. C. 386); and O’Neill v. Armstrong (1895, 2 Q. B., p. 70); in all 
of which he pointed out that the new risk to life which was created 
was due to the act of the owners of the vessel ; and to Harris v. Carter 
(3 E. & B. 559), and 7'he Christiania (5 In. Jur. N. S. 63); and said : 
In my opinion, therefore, before a justification for the disobedience 
of the commands of the officer covld have been found, there must have 
been proof, and the magistrate must have found that there was an 
increased risk to the sailors caused by the owners or those in control 
of the vessel. A mere declaration of war was not enough. I consider 
that if war, proclaimed by our nation, puts an end to a contract of 
service of seamen, it would also put an end to a contract of service, say, 
of agricultural labourers in Norfolk or other counties of England where 
Zeppelin raids occur. Further, the ground on which it is said the con 
tract is rendered void or voidable is that the circumstances that have 
occurred were not in contemplation of one party or perhaps of both 
parties to the contract. I am not aware that this is an excuse for the 
non-performance of a contract. The rule is that if a contract is made 
unconditionally, and if performance should become impossible by cir 
cumstances beyond the control of the party who has to perform, it is 
not an excuse of which the promiser can avail himself. The old case 
of Paradine v. Jane (Alleyn, 26) is in point. That was performance 
rendered impossible by war. Here, however, there was no impossibility 
in performing the contract. All that was contended was that a greater 
risk in performance would arise than would have arisen if there was 
no war. I have already dealt with that question as to whether there 
was a greater risk. 

The magistrate, as I have already said, has found there has been 
no increase of peril, and I am bound by his finding. I may, however, 
say that, judging from what the German vessels have done to British 
commerce, I should have come to the same conclusion. The German 
Navy has shown in its treatment of British merchantmen that the 
German nation has no regard for international law. It has acted as if 
it was without honour, chivalry, and morality, and therefore the 
crew of The Orari and The Limerick had greater peril in proceeding 
with an ordinary cargo to London without the escort of war vessels of 
the Allies than proceeding to London with an ordinary cargo and some 
additional troops under the convoy of the Allied squadron. I am there 
fore of opinion that the appeals must be dismissed. I shall not allow 
full costs, as they were heard together, and the appellants were simply 
seamen. I allow four guineas costs in each case. 








Obituary. 
Sir William Lennox Napier. 


Major Sir William Lennox Napier, 4th South Wales Borderers, 
was killed at the Dardanelles on 13th August, aged forty-seven. 
He was a grandson of Sir Joseph Napier, Lord Chancellor 
of Ireland, and succeeded his father as third baronet in 1884. 
He was educated at Uppingham and Jesus College, Cambridge, 
and was called to the Bar by the Inner Temple in 1894. For 
some time lieutenant-colonel of the 7th Royal Welsh Fusiliers, he 
retired in 1912, but at the outbreak of war rejoined the service as 
major in the 4th South Wales Borderers. Sir William married in 1890 
Mabel Edith Geraldine, daughter of the Rev. C. T. Foster. His eldest 
son, Joseph W. L. Napier, who succeeds to the baronetcy, is a second 
lieutenant, also in the 4th South Wales Borderers; and his second son, 
Charles M. Napier, is in the Royal Field Artillery, and is now fighting 
in Flanders. 





Mr. Frederick William Grantham. 


Captain Frederick William Grantham, Royal Munster Fusiliers, 
was the second son of the late Mr. Justice Grantham. He _ was 
born in July, 1870, educated at Harrow and Trinity College, 
Cambridge, called to the Bar in 1894, and subsequently Clerk 
of the Assize of the Oxford Circuit. He was a great traveller 
in the Far East and an authority on Eastern philosophy. He received 
the King’s medal in the South African War. On the outbreak of the 
present war he rejoined his regiment, and had been serving with it in 
Flanders since September. He was reported wounded and missing on 
8th May, and is now reported killed. 





Mr. Cosmo George Romilly. 


Lieutenant Cosmo George Romilly, 13th Sherwood Foresters, attached 
lst Royal Inniskilling Fusiliers, was born in June, 1890. He was 
educated at Marlborough and New College, Oxford, and was called to | 
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the Bar in 1913, taking first-class honours. He was the only child of 
Mr. and Mrs. Charles Edward Romilly, and was married to a daughter 
of Admiral Domvile. 


Mr. S. H. Marsland. 


Lieutenant S. H. Marsland, llth Manchester Regiment, killed at 
the Dardanelles between 7th and llth August, was the only son of 
Mr. and Mrs. Edward Marsland, of Endon Hall, Macclesfield, and 
was twenty-three years of age. He was educated at Stancliffe Hall, 
Matlock, and Repton, and Clare College, Cambridge (B.A., June, 1914). 
He was reading for the Bar and was a member of the Inner Temple. 





Mr. John Stamp Garthorne Burrell. 


Second Lieutenant John Stamp Garthorne Burrell, 1/4th Cheshire 
Regiment (T.F.), who was killed in action at the Dardan- 
elles on 10th August, was the eldest son of Mr. and Mrs. John 
H. Burrell, of Fulwood Park, Liverpool, and was born in April, 1884. 
He was educated at Clifton College and at Exeter College, Oxford, 
where he graduated in 1907, being admitted a solicitor in 1910. 


—— 


Mr. Edward W. L!oyd-Jones. 


Captain Edward W. Lloyd-Jones, 7th Royal Welsh Fusiliers (T.F.), 
was the son of the late Rev. Lloyd-Jones and Mrs. Jones, of Bronhaul, 
Liandinam, Montgomeryshire, and a cousin of Colonel David Davies, 
M.P. He was reading for the Bar at the time of the outbreak of war, 
when he immediately volunteered for active service. 





Mr. Alfred Tucker. 


Captain Alfred Tucker, of the 5th King’s Own Yorkshire Light 
Infantry (T.F.), of the firm of Messrs. Booth, Wade, Farr and Lomas 
Walker, of Leeds and Doncaster, has been killed in Flanders, aged 
twenty-eight. He was the third son of Mr. C. W. H. Tucker, of 
Harrogate. He served his articles with Mr. W. E. Farr, of the above 
mentioned firm, and opened a branch office in Doncaster in 1910. He 
was the secretary of the Doncaster Divisional Conservative Association 
and the Doncaster branch of the Land Union, 


THe Late Mr. FE. T. M. Dennes.—-In our obituary notice last week 
of Mr. kK. T. M. Dennes we referred by mistake to his forme; partner, 
Mr. Todd, as “the late Mr. Todd.’ Mr. Todd retired from practice 
as a solicitor in 1908; he was called to the Bar, and is still practising. 





Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Martin and Epwarp CuHarwes Frenp, solicitors 
June 24 
[(fazette, August 20. 


Ragau 


RaGavu 
Martin & Frend), Tunbridge Wells, Kent. 





General. 


The Foreign Office announces that an agreement has been arrived at 
with the German Government for the repatriation of civilians who are 
unfit for military service. The decision as to ‘unfitness ”’ will rest 
entirely with the Government which holds the prisoner. Every case will 
be judged on its merits, and consideration cannot be given to representa 
tions regarding individuals. 

The disregard of an order by the military authorities in the Northern 
Command to avoid waste in potatoes has led to the following further 
order being issued :—The attention of officers commanding is drawn to 
the command order with reference to the purchase of potatoes of the 
old crop. Representations have been made to the War Office that this 
order has not been observed in the command. Officers commanding 
should realise that a waste of national resources occurs if new potatoes 
are purchased, and the potatoes of the old crop are left on the hands 
of the dealers and are thus not consumed. 








Ol 
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For failing to report on his arrival at Grimsby a “ certain episode ’’ 
which he witnessed in the North Sea, James Freer, skipper of the 
Grimsby trawler Diamond, was fined at Grimsby on Monday a total 
penalty of £8 3s. The Naval authorities, who prosecuted, said it was 
most important that the masters of incoming vessels should duly report 
occurrences they witnessed. The defendant’s explanation was that his 
omission was an error of judgment 


For drunkenness at Devonport Maval Barracks on 14th August Lieu 


M4 


tenant-Commander Daniel McDowell has been sentenced by court-martial 
to lose twelve months’ seniority and to be dismissed his ship The 
accused pleaded guilty, but urged in extenuation that after being em 
ployed for several months in a m nesweeper he was in bad health. He 
was granted a week's leave, but was recalled in three days. In the 


circumstances alcoho] had an unusual effect upon him. 


At Cambridge Police Court. on rhursday, 19th August, Alfred Keeble, 
farmer and coal merchant, of Duxford, admitted, when answering a 
summons for driving a motor-car without a licence, that he had been 
blind since January. Therefore he could not obtain a licence. On this 
occasion he was being steered by a girl of eleven years of age. The 
car, he said, was quite easy to drive, and he could manage it with some 
one to tell him how to steer. When the magistrates fined him 40s. he 
asked for the imposition of a term of imprisonment, but the request was 
refused, 


Colonel Gowatr uml Corporal Proud, of the R.A.M.C., were sum 
moned at Newcastle, on Friday, for having failed sufficiently to obscuré 
certain lights at the Armstrong College, now used as a military hospital 
Colonei Gowans said blinds were not yet provided at all the aiaioee, 
but the matter was in the hands of the engineers. On the night in 
question a train-load of wounded soldiers was coming in, and it was 
necessary to have more light. The Chairman said his experience was 
that people who ought to be the greatest examples in the city were 
the principal offenders. Colonel Gowans was fined 20s, and Proud 10s. 


In the High Court of Justiciary in Glasgow, on Tuesday, before Lord 
Scott Dickson, the Lord Justice Clerk, Douglas Barr, a clerk, of Port 
Glasgow, was charged with murdering Charles James Williams by 
shooting him with a rifle. A_ police officer stated that early in the 
morning of 29th June the prisoner came to him and told him that his 
home had been broken into; that he heard boards creaking in his 
mother’s bedroom, and on looking out saw a man get out of the dining 
room window. He got a small rifle which he had, and fired at the 
man as he ran awa The man was afterwards found lying in a public 
park with a wound in his head. It was proved that the dead man had 
been concerned in fourteen cases of housebreaking, and reference was 
made to other charges against him while serving in the Army in India 
The jury returned a unanimous verdict of Not guilty.” 


With reference to the report in our issue of 18th August, says the 
Times, of a case at the Guildhall, and the statement of counsel for 
the prosecution that ‘‘ there were two remittances to a bank at Athens 
amounting to £1,000 without the defendant inquiring whether these 
sums were going to Germany or not,’ we are asked by Messrs. Stib 
bard, Gibson, & Co., solicitors for the Bank of Athens, to say that 
there is no ground for any suggestion as to there being anything either 
mysterious or illicit in the transactions. The remittances were made 
by the defendants in the regular and ordinary course of business to the 
London office of the Bank of Athens as the London bankers of Nestor 
Gianaclis (Limited), which is an English company, and Mr. Gordon 
Hewart, K.C., counsel for the defence, explained that they had been 
traced, and had nothing to do with Frankfurt or Germany in any shape 
or form, being in fact £200 for British income tax and £800 for in 
terest on debentures 


The Parliamentary Committee of the Trade Union Congress and the 
Labour Party are taking steps, says the 7'imes, to consider the National 


Service movement at an early date. The Parliamentary Committee will 
raise the whole matter at the Trade Union Congress, which begins at 
Bristol on 6th September. As no resolution appears on the agenda the 


committee will bring forward a special resolution dealing with the ques 
tion from the trade union aspect. The motion will not be finally approved 
until the committee meets at Bristol before the meeing of the Congress, 
but it is understood that it wil! express uncompromising antagonism to 
National Service. Mr. John Hodge, M.P., chairman of the Labour 
Party, is calling for 13th September, the day before the opening of 
Parliament, a special meeting of the party, at which the subject will 
be thoroughly discussed. He stated recently that, at the request of 
the National Service League. he re ently sought the opinion of practi 
cally all the members of the Labour Party, and found that every 
member was strongly and decidedly opposed to any form of compul 
sory service Many trade union organizers stated recently that the 
demand for National Service was being actively discussed in trade 
union branches and trade councils. According to their information. 
emphatic resolutions of opposition to conscription are being carried 
wherever the subject has been considered. 


At Birmingham, on 25th August, Reuben Usher, trading as Charles 
Usher, wholesale jeweller, was fined £10 for supplying to a local firm 
thirty-six badges so nearly resembling the authorized Admiralty badge 
as to be calculated to deceive, the persons supplied having no authority 
to wear the badges. The proceedings were taken under the Defence of 
the Realm Act, and it was pointed out by the prosecution that the 
seriousness of the offence lay in the fact that the indiscriminate sale of 
such badges was calculated to prejudice recruiting by conferring im- 





munity on those wearing them from naval or military duty. The 
notice of tailors and others making or supplying uniforms is called by 
the War Office to the following extract from the Defence of the Realm 
Regulations, especially to paragraph (c) of Regulation 41 :—If (a) any 
unauthorized person uses or wears any naval, military, police, or other 
special uniform, decoration, medal, or any badge supplied or authorized 
by the Admiralty, Army Council, or Ministry of Munitions, or by the 
police or other official authority, or any uniform, decoration, medal or 
badge so nearly resembling the same as to be calculated to deceive ; or 
(4) any person falsely represents himself to be a person who is, or has 
been, entitled to use or wear any such uniform, decoration, medal or 
badge as aforesaid ; or (¢) any person without lawful authority or excuse 
supplies any such uniform, decoration, medal or badge as aforesaid to 
any person not authorized to use or wear the same; such person shall 
be guilty of an offence against these regulations. All such persons are 
warned that it is their duty, when making or supplying a uniform, to 
satisfy themselves that the person to or for whom the uniform is sup 
plied has a good right to wear it. 


At Bow-street Police Court, on Friday, Ernest William Andrews, 
twenty-three, staying at the Regent Palace Hotel, was fined £20 for 
wearing an Army officer’s uniform without authority. The magistrate 
said the offence was obviously the open door to fraud and misdeeds 
The defendant, it was stated, was granted a temporary commission in 
the Army about seven months ago, but was dismissed by district court 
martial at Dover on 9th August for being absent without leave. He 
was present when the sentence was promulgated, and was put into 
plain clothes. Recently he was found to be still wearing his uniform 
Major McKay said he thought the accused wore the uniform to obtain 
credit at his hotel, and also to impress a young woman with whom he 
was acquainted. He had apparently got into bad company. Mr. V. D. 
de Wet, solicitor for the defence, said that the charge on which the 
accused was court-martialled was that he had broken close and open 
arrest. He came from New York to enlist, and now intended to return 
there. He appeared to have been under the mistaken impression that 
there was no harm in continuing to wear his uniform until the can- 
cellation of his appointment had been notified in the Gazette. 





The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
** Oxford "’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes’”’ and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors an manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The ‘‘ Oxford” is only genuine when connected with the 
name of Wat1Am Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 20. 


ALPHA MILL Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mesars. William 
Lewis Holland and Herbert Fletcher, at the Company's offices, Alpha Mill, Denton, 
Lancaster, liquidators. 


F. PALMER & Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 4, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Baker, Eldon 
House, Eldon st, liquidator. 


FROGHALL Mines, Ltp. (IN LiquipAaTiIon).—Creditors are —- on or before Sept 14, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E 
E. Cornforth, 4, Winton terr, Stoke on Trent, liquidator. 


GROZTBREK SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 16, to sen! 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
John Hall, 39, New Broad st, liquidator. 


MITCHAPLIN, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept. 10, to send their name § 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lewis Hardy, 8, Bream’ s 
bidgs, Chancery In, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Aug 20. 


Horton L'quid Soap Co, Ltd. Tivoli (Manchester), Ltd. 
Cooden Beash Golf Clab Co, Ltd. Pheenix Land and Building Co, Ltd. 
Frederick Andrew & Co, Ltd. Reedham Dock Co, Ltd. 
Derby Mills Cotton Spinning and Manu- Burtersett Quarries Co, Ltd. 

facturing Co, Ltd. H. Newhouse & €o, Ltd. 
Paine, Farley & Co, Ltd. B. Taylor and Sons, Ltd. 
Pneumelasticum, Ltd. Vare and Waveney Lighter Co, Ltd. 
Anglo-Brazilian Bolivian Syndicate, Ltd. Ross Steamship Co, Lt-l. 
My Aunt Syndicate, Ltd. Phwnix Electric Heating Co (1914), Ltd. 
Radyr Steamship Co, Ltd. Ross Rose Steam Ship Co, Ltd. 
Alpha Mill Co, Ltd. Ked Rose Steam Ship Co, Ltd. 
Restormel Steamship Co, Ltd. Welsh Garden Villages Investment Society 
William Whittle & Co, Ltd Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 24. 
Alyn Brick, Tile and Terra Cotta Co, Lid. J. Slack & Co, Ltd 
Club House (Leeds), Ltd. Krieger & Schliemann, Ltd. 
Chesterfield Town Football Club, Ltd, Liphook Sanitation Co, Ltd. 
D. Massey, Ltd. Albert Hall Picture, Co, Ltd. 
Bigot & Co, Ltd. North Sea Steam Trawling Co, Ltd. 
Burys & Co, Ltd. Atlingworth Motor Works & Garage, Ltd. 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


LAST DAY oF CLAIM. 


Lendon Gazette.—FripaY, August 13. 


Cocks, ALFRED ly! wm Goring-on Thames, Oxon, Grocer Oct. 1 Skinner v, Cocks | 
and Others, Eve,J. Brain, Friar-st, Reading | 


MEDCALFE, HERBERT TOWLERTOR, The Links, Newmarket Oct. 12 Bethell v. Med- 
calfe, Eve, J. Perkin, care of U pperton & Co., Lincoln’s-inn-flelds 
Lendon Gazette—FRIDAY, August 20. 
BURLEIGH, BENNRT, Victoria-rd, Clapham Common, War Correspondent Oct. 1 May 
v. Burleigh, Joyce and Eve, JJ. Flint, Chancery-lane 
MINKS, PRTER, Prenton-rd East, Higher Tranmere, Birkenhead, Team Owner Sept. 17 
Procter v. Drover and Others, Joyce, J.. Liverpool Fozg, Sweatin:-st, Liverpool 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY OF CLAM. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Aug. 17. 


CHEESMAN, RopERts, Waltham, Lincoln Sept 17 Wilkin & Chapman, Gt Grimsby 

COLLIVER, Louisa, Plymouth Sept 12 Bond & Pearce, Plymouth 

EDMONDS, ALFRED, Charleville rd, West Kensington, Bookkeeper Sept 14 Mote, South 

, Gray's Inn 

Frisk, Frep, MILTON, Ia, feck Batt Sept 30 Newton, High Holborn 

HvuBNER, JOHN, Sheffield, Pork Butch:r Oct1 © legg & Sons, Sheffield 

Host, RICHARD, Leigh, Lancs Sept 1 The Deputy Public Trustee, Albert sq, Man- 
chester 

KISLINGBURY, ARTHUR, Finchley, Merchant Sept 30 King & Jenkins, Pancras In 

LAKER, REBECCA, Clacton on Sea Sept 30 White, Clacton 

LEB, NORL, Styal, Chester, Sept 22 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

LIBVESLEY, TOM, Lincoln, Solicitor’s Clerk Sept 10 Burton & Co, Stonebow, 
Lincoln 

LONG, ALICE, Hemel Hempstead, Herts Septi4 Adams & Colville, Hemel Hemp- 
itead 


s 
NIcKSON, HAROLD, Manchester, Coal Merchant Sept 30 Boote & Co, Manchester 
Norts, ALFRED LEWIS, Cakemore, nr Oldbury, Worcester, Brickworks Manager Sept 25 
Vernon & Shak -speare, Oldbury 
PAGE, SAMUEL FLOOD, Iuverresster Sept 18 Haslam & Sanders, Moorgate st | 
PALMER, CAROLINE ELIZABETH, Chatham Sept 29 Prall & Co, Rochester | 
PAYNE, ARTHUR MERRIMAN, Horsell, Surrey Wine Merchant Sept 16 Miller& Co | 
Savile row | 
STOBART, JOHN GRoFFREY, Ha perley Park, Durham Sept1i5 Wilsons & Co, Durham 
SUMNER, GEORGE, Stoneleigh, Warwick Sept 20 Maddocks & Co, Coventry 
THBOBALD, OcTAVIUS, Duke st, St James’ Sept 20 Foyer & Co, Essex st 
THOMAS, BENJAMIN, Southsea, Hants, Hotel Proprietor Sept 20 Allen, Portsmouth 
TURNER, HENRY, Potterne, Wilts Sept20 Wansbroughs, Bristol 
Turton, Emity, Liandderfel, nr Corwen, Merioneth Sept 15 Neve & Co, Wolver- | 


hampton 
WoopGaTse, WILLIAM, Chepstow, Mon, Corn Merchant Sept 20 Evans & Evill, 
Chepstow 


London Gazette.—FRDAY, Aug. 20. 


ADELSLAGE, HYMAN, Cheetham, Manchester, Hairdresser Oct 17 Houstoun, Duchy of 
Lancaster (ffice 

ANTILL, Enocu, Burton on Trent, Wheelwright Sept 30 J&W J Drewry & Newbold, 
B on Trent 

ARNOLD, AMELIA ELIZA, Kensington Park gdns Sept 20 Symes, Godliman st 

BaYLiss, THOMAS ABRAHAM, St Johns, Warwick, JP Sept 30 Johnson & Co, Bir- 
ming! 

BICKFORD, ELIzA, Cambridge st, Edgware rd Oct 2 Shaw, Clement's inn 

Bint, SARAH ANN, Cheltenham Oct 31 Williams, C heltenham 

BLACKBURN, JANE, Pendleton, Lancs Xept 25 Simister, Stalybridge 

BLIGH, JoHN, Pau, France Sept 28 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger in 

aa W ILs0N, Little Atwick, nr Hornsea, Farm Foreman Sept 24 Pearlman, 

1 


BosHB: <-— ~~ Hormead rd, Paddington Oct 5 Corsellis & Berney, East 
|, Wandsw 

BROCKLEHURST, MARY ANN, Burslem Oct 1 Heaton & Son, Burslem 

Buxton, JosePH Joun, West Hartlepool Sept is Hardy, Middlesbrough | 

CARRINGTON, CHARLES, Horley, Surrey Sept 24 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger In 

CHICKEN, WILLIAM, Silloth, Cumberland Sept 25 Beckton, Carlisle 

CLARKSON, SARAH ELIZABETH, Liverpool Sept 23 Reinharct, Birkenhead 

COLE, SUSAN, Exeter Sept 24 Pengelly, Exeter 

CooPpaR, ADELAIDE ELIZzaBeTH, St Luke's rd, Notting Hill Sept 20 Watkins & Co, | 
Sackville st 


COOPER, ANN, Matiock, Derby Sept 25 Heny & Heny, Matlock 

CORDER, WILLIAM, Oakwood ct, Kensington Sept 30 Lette Bros, Bartletts bidgs 

CORNER, HANNAH, Scarborough Sept 30 Bell, West Hartlepool 

Craio, Jenn, Darham, County Court Bailiff Oct 9 Brownless, Durham 

CRANE, HORACE TARBOX, Dartmouth Park av, Dartmouth Park, Newspaper Representa- 
tive Sept 29 Maskell & Co, John st, Bedford row 

FILLMORE, JANE ELIZABETH, Winchester Sept 30 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 

FLINTAN, LyDia, Up r Richmond rd, Putney Sept 30 Sloper & Co, Putney hill 

— , Cuanuee WILLIAM, Carleton rd, Tufnell Park Septi7 Cook & Vo. Broad st 


GANE, _ Ditcheat Sept 30 Nalder& Littler, Shepton Mailet 

HAMLIN, HELEN, Southsea, Hants Sept 27 Buckingham & Kindersley, Exeter 
HEATON, ELIZABETH, Blackpool Sept 25 Robinson, Blackpool 

HODGKINSON, MARIA, Burslem Sept 29 Heaton & Son, Burslem 


| Hoee, WILLIAM, Dean, nr Cockermouth, Cumberland Sept13 Hayton & Co, Cocker 


mouth 


| HOLLAND, WALTER, Mossley hill, Liverpool Ost 2 Cameron & Co, Liverpool 


Jackson, SypygeyY WILLIAM, Union ct, Old Broad st, Chartered Accountant Sept 22 
Edridge & Co, Croydon 

JaMES, WILLIAM THOMAS, Blackwood, Mon Sept 30 Dauncey & Co, Tredegar, Mon 

JONES, ALFRED CLARKE, Winterbourne, nr Bristol Sept 30 Hunt, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Jones, Davip, Lianarth, Cardigan, Farmer Sept 15 Samuel, Aberystwyth 

LEWIS, EMMA ANN, St Thomas’ sq, Hackney Oct 1 Mannings, Gresham house 

MASTERMAN, JoHS, Blackwater, Hants Sept 30 Masterman & Everington, Pan- 
cras In 

MAYNARD, MARTHA ANN, Crawford pl Sept 1 Davidson & Co, Acton 

MILNE JANE, South Shields Sept 3) Tindle, South Shields 

MITCHELL, SARAH, Halifax Oct? Riley, Hulifax 


| PRIESTMAN, MARY, Bristol Sept 30 Watson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 


REED, HENRY SAMURL, Bast Twickenham Sept 20 Dewey, Moorcroft rd, Streatham 

RUMSEY, WILLIAM, Hale, Chester, Grey Cloth Salesman Sept22 Thistlethwaite & 
Brownsword, Manchester 

SANDFORD, Rev GEORGE WILLIAM, Liphook, Hants Sept20 Wilson, Bath 

SHAW, JOHN, Mossley, Yorks, Engineer Sept 20 ngs 20_ Wi & Lund, Mosley, nr 
Manchester 


SHAW, Tom, Little Stanhope st, Mayfair, Pharmaceutical Chemist Sept 14 Fenn 


Queen Victoria st 


| STEPBENS, JAMES ARTHUR PERCIVAL, Henleyon Thames Sept 20 Birts, Coleman st 


STEWART, CHARLES EDWARD, Plymouth Oct 1 Gill, Devonport 

STROME, CHARLES JOHN, Bournemouth Sept 20 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

STUTTAPORD, SAMSON RICKARD, Fitzjohu's av, Hampstead Nov 15 Shepheards & 
Walters, Broad Street pl 

TROWELL, ANNE ELIZaBerH, Clifton hl, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood Sept 30 Aldridge 
& Co, Bedford row 

VoGRLer, GuSTAV, Philpot In, Commission Agent Sept 30 Carter & Bell, Idol In 

WELLS, JosErPH Woop, Bournemouth Sept 21 Reynolds & Isaacs, Bournemouth 

WHITTAKER, ELLEN, Egremont, Chester Sept 20 Taylor, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Aug 24. 


AppIson, Capt ALFRED CHARLES, 2nd Batt, The Hampshire Regiment Sept 29 
Addison & Son, Portamouth 

BECHER, HENRY SULLIVAN, Junior Naval and Military Club, Piccadilly Sept 30 Tim- 
mins & Timmins, Bath 

BLACKWOOD, CHARLOTTE CATHERINE, Southport Sept 21 Halero & Raine, Sunderland 


| BRIDGEWATER, FRANCIS MATTHEW, Coleman +t Sept 30 Nicholson & Co, Coleman st 


BRowN, ADA ELIZABETH SARAH, Dawlish, Devon Sept 30 Whidborne & Cole, Daw- 
lish 

CLOETE, WILLIAM BRODRICK, Six Mile Bottom, Cambridge Sept 24 Burchell & Co, 
Victoria at 

Cook, ANNIE TYTLER, Commercial rd, London Sept 29 Munby & Sparkes, Crosby sq 

COOMBES, WILLIAM, Gatley, Chester Sept 7 Smith & Brooks, St ckport 

CRUS®, SARAH LOvISA, talbot rd, Bayswater Sept 7 Boys & Maughan, Margate 

EDE, CONSTANCE ELLEN, Romsey Sept 22 Tylee & Co, Komsey, Hampshire 

EDWARDS, MARY JANE, Caerphilly, Glam Sept 23 Gilling & Goodfellow, Cardiff 

FRENCH, AIMEK, Castletown rd, West Kensington Sept 30 McKenna & Co, George st, 
H anover aq 

GATE, ANNIE CRESSWELL, Park In, Stoke Newington Sept 10 Johnson, Dewsbury 

GipNey, WILLIAM JOHN, Laindon, Essex Sept 30 Ye Iding & Co, Vincent sq 

GovuGgH, GEORGINA GRANT, Ascot Oct 1 Goodhall, Broadway, Westminster 

HALLION, MARY CATHESINE Castor, Peterborough Sept 21 Knapp-Fisher & Sona, 
Buckingham gate 

HAWKINS, RICHARD, Lower Tooting Sept 21 K»uapp-Fisher & Sons, Buckingham 
gate 

HILL, ALFRED, York, Coachbuilder Oct 12 Turner, York 

HORNER, MARY ELIZABETH, Shipley, Yorks Sept5 Atkinson, Shipley 

HUDSON, CHARLES, Waterloo, Lanes, Perser Sept 24 Luya & Williams, Liverpool 

JOHNSON, EDMUND LITLER, Hampstead Sept 24 Kerr & Ramsden, Moorgate station 
chmbrs 

KEMP, EMMA, Stockport Sept? Smith & Brooks, Stockport 

LANCASTER, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Little Gidding, Ealing Oct 20 Bannister & Co, John st 
Bedford row 

MEAD, Lois, Ravenstone, Bucks Sept 7 Carter & Co, Bedford 

| MooRE, WILLIAM, Beckenham Sept 30 Bartlett & Gregory, Bromley 

— ~~ Maria, Eofield Sept 30 Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, 
tran 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


a4, MOORGATE 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
Profit-sharing 


application. 


a perfected 
APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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PuRKEsS, GeorGse Fry, Newman's ct, Cornhill, Stock Jobber Sept 30 Bunker, Hove, 
Sussex 
ROBERTS, RICHARD, Liandudn», Fishmonger Sept 18 Chamberlain & Johnson, 


Liandudno 
Saw, Evoenre Agnes, Welch rd, Southsea Oct 1 


& Sons, Buckingham gate 


STUART-MURRAY, FRANK, 
more at 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazetle.—FRIDAY, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BOWGEN, FREDERICK Jonn, Ihstock, Leicester, Plumber 


Aug 13 


Leicester Pet July 20 Ord Aug 9 

CARVER, HENRY EDWARD, Nottingham Fitter Derby 
Pet Aug® Ord Ang % 

Dasw, Joun, Hengoed, Glam, Baker's Assistant Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

DyEek, Bert, Dorchester, Dorset, Cycle Agent Dorchester 
Pet Aug? Ord Aug 7 

HALL, ABRAHAM Hopason, Bradford, Card Grinder 
Bradford Pet Augl0 Ord Aug 10 

HALL, WILLIAM PicKkrorD, Hankelow, Cheshire, Inn- 
keeper Nantwich Pet Aug®9 (Ord Aug? 

HAMBLY, HENRY POMEROY, Caerphilly, Glam, Cle kh 
Pontypridd Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Hart, Georem ARTHUR, South Kirkby, York Wakefield 
Pet Aug ll Ord Aug 11 

Jones, Davip, Burry Port, Carmarthenshire, Draper 
Carmarthen Pet July 2% Ord Aug 9 

Jones, WILLIAM, Abercwmboi, Aberdare, Collier Aber- 
dare Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 

Jones, WILLIAM, Margam, Giam, Farmer Neath Pet 
Aug® Ord Aug 9 

LETHERBY, ALFRED WILLIAM Henry, Plymouth, Tailor 
Plymouth Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

LIKELY, HastTines, Fetter In HighCourt Pet Mar 26 
Ord Aug ll 

McCann, J, Brighton High Court Pet May 10 Ord 
Aug ll 

NicHoLis, IsaBeL Ernst, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July 23 Ord Aug 9 

REDHOUS#, HARRY ALLEN, Westcliff on Sea Chelmsford 


Pet July 14 Ord Aug 9 


REILLY, FREDERICK, Prinors at, Stockhr: ker's Clerk High 
Court Pet Ang 20,1914 Ord Aug Il 

Simpson, BARTHOLOMEW, Skegness, Poultry Dealer 
Boston Pet Aug® Ord Aug? 

Wuirr, Frepernick Joun, Branksome, Poole, Dorset 
Baker Poole Pet Augil Ord Aug il 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bowoeesn, Freperick Joun, Ibstock, Leicester, Plumber 
Aug 20at1l 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

CARVER, HENRY Epwarp, Nottingham, Fitter Aug 2 at 
11 Off Ree, 12, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 

CLARK, HENRY, Aberavon, Glam, Colliery Repairer Aug 


20at3.15 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 5t Mary's st, 
Swansea 

Dixon, JAMES JOHN, Reepham, Norfolk, Engineer Aug 
23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norw ch 


DRAKE, JouN, Denton, nr Manchester, Music Dealer Auz 
24 at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Dyer, Bert, Dorchester, Cycle Agent Aug 20 at 1 Off 


Rec, City echmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

FREEMAN, HERBERT JAM¥S, Ureat Yarmouth, Boarding 
House Keeper Avg ?S3atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
wich 


HALL, ABRAHAM Hoposon, Bradford, Card Grinder Aug 
28atill Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

HALL, WILLIAM PICKFORD, Hankelow, Cheshire, Innkeeper 
Aug 20 atl2 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Jones, Davin, Burry Port, Carmarthenshire, Draper Aug 


20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

LIKELY, HastTinos, Fetterin Aug 28 at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

MCCANN, J, Brighton Aug 23 atll Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

MORRIS, HARRY (deceased), Stoney st, Borough Market 
Aug20at1l2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MULLINS, HAROLD PERCIVAL VieTor, -Bournemouth, 
Cabinet Maker Aug 28 at 3.30 100, High st (firs 
fluor), Poole 

PARKER, HENRY, Crewton, Derby, Clothier Aug 21 at 11 
Off Ree, 4, on oy , Park st, Nottingham 

REILLY, FREDERICK, Princes st, Stockbroker's Clerk Aug 


26 at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SARGANT, HENRY, HERBERT SARGANT, and Mark 
SARGANT, Redhill,turrey,Carmen Aug 20atll 132 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

SNOWDEN, JOHN, Sheffield, Boot Repairer Aug 20 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

WHirs, FREDERICK JonN, Brankrome, Poole, Dorset, 


Baker 
Yoole 


Avg 23 at 2.30 100, High st (first fluor) 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BELL, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Publican Newcastle 


upon Tyne Pet June 15 Ord Aug7 
CARVER, HENRY EDWARD, Nottingham, Fitter Derby 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 


CLoWES, EDWARD H&ATHFIELD, Roland gins, 8 Kensing- 


ton High Court Pet May 18 (Ord Aug 11 

Drew, JOHN, Hengoed, Giam, Baker's Assistant Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Dyer, Bert, Dorchester, Cycle Agent Dorchester Pet 
Aug? Ord Aug 7 


HALL, ABRAHAM Hoposow, Bradford, Card Grinder Brad 
ford Pet Aug 10 (rd Aug 10 
HAMBLY, Henry Fomeroy, Caerphilly, Glam, C'erk 


Pontypridd Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 


Hobbes & Brutton, 
SCORER, FANNY FortNUM, Upper Hamilton ter,8t John’s Wood Sept 21 


Hampstead Garden Suburb Sept 1 





Portsmouth 
Knapp Fisher 


Wig- 


Vick 


Thrapp & Co, 








HART, GEORGE ARTHUR, oath Kirkby, Yorks Wakefield 
Pet Augll Ord Aug 1 
Jonas, DAVID, Barry Port, Carmarthenshire, Draper Car- 


marthen Pet July 24 Ord Aug 1 


Jongs, WILLIAM, Abercwmbol, Aberdare, Collier Aber- 
dare Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug? 
Jonzs, WILLIAM, Margam, Glam, Farmer Ne th Pet 


Aug? Ord Aug 9 
LETHERBY, ALFRED WILLIAM ee, p EON, Tailor 
Plymouth Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 


Mac! AGAN, JAMES, ERNEST GORDON, a and EDWARD | 


HENRY DINGLE, The Parade. Golders Green, Art | 
Furnishers Barnet Pet July 19 Ord At 

NEVILLE, EpitnH, Haddenham, Ely, Cam Miller 
Cambridge Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 19 


SIMPSON, BARTHOLOMEW, Skegness, Poultry Dealer Boston | 
| WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Gariton, Notts, Grocer Aug 2 at 11 


Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 
Wuirs, FrRepericx JonN, Branksome, Poole, Dorset 
Baker Poele Pet Augil Ord Ang ll 


London Gazette—TvuESDAY, Aug 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


ACOCK, WALTER, Southampton Southampton Pet July 
2 Ord Aug 12 
ASTom, WILLIAM, and FRANCES KATHLEEN Aston, Droit- 


wich, Worcester Worcester Pet July 10 Ord Aug 
4 

BARR, THOMAS Henry, Cleckheaton, Yorks Tailor Dews.- | 
bury Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

BELL, AtwA, Birkdale, Lancs, Liverpool Pet July 29 
Ord Aug 13 

CULLEN, JoHN WILLIAM, Leicester Shopfitter Leicester 
Pet Aug l4 Ord Aug 4 

FRINNEBY, ERNEST ALFRED fTANHOPE, Bishopsgate 


High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 
Ginpons, THOMAS, Irby, 


Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 


GRAY, MARGARET JAN#, Horsforth, nr Leeds Leeds Pet 
Augll Ord Aug ll 

GREEN, JAMES WILLIAM HERBERT, Stafford, Painter 
Stourbridge PetAucll Ord Augil 


MERRETT, WALTER, Hungerford rd, Camden Town High 


Court Pet July 17 Ord Augit 
MULLINS, HAROLD PrrRecivaL Vicror, Bourremonth, 
Cabinet Maker Poole Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 


PATRICK, JAMES ARTHUR, York rd, Lambeth 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Aug 11 
Snaw, M, St James’ sq High 

Aw 2 


High Court 
Court Pet Mar 24 Ord 

Middlx 
Leeds 


SIMPSON, ‘JOHN, Hampton Wick, 
Pet July 29 Ord Aug 13 
THOMAS, RICHARD OWEN RITCHIE, 

11 Ord Aug 11 
WALKER, ARCHIBALD EDWARD JOHN, Sloane ct, West. 
Lower Sloane st High Court Pet June 10 Ord Ang 12 
WALKER, 14 D, Regent st High Court Pet July 20 Ord 
Aug 1 


Leeds Pet Aug 


wraseue, THomMASs, ) ay Notts, Grocer Nutting! am 
Pet Aug 11 Ord Angll 

WUNSTORP, FREDERICK GEORGE and FLORENCE WUNSTORF, 
Patricroft, Lancs, General Clothiers Salford Pet 
Aug i2 Ord Aug 12 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
ndon Gazette of Joly 27: 


; 
HAMILTON, ERNEST ALBERT, Nott'ngham, Lace Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet June 23 Ord July 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Cove, WILLIAM, Brixham, Devon, Paker 
7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Cox, EpwakD WILLIAM, Reading Aug 25 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 14, Bedfurd row, ion 

Degw, Jonny, Hergoed, Glam, Beker's Assistant Au 
at a Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Mer 
Tye 


yr 


Chester, Farmer Birkenhead | 


| GUMPEL, SALOMON, Amesbury 


THOMSON, HENRY TEMPLER, Whitstable Sept 30 Danby & Co, Leadenhall at 
Tu —- “wm CHARLES EDWARD, Rhos on Sea, Denbigh 


Sept 24 Mayo &Co, Drapers’ 


Trsoy, BLseaners, Barrow in Furness Sept 21 Barrow, Barrow in Furness 
KERS, HERBERT, Nottingham, Builder Oct 1 Ford, Nottingham 

Vin», JANE, Esstmeon, Hants Sept 19 Shield & Mackarness, Petersfield 
WILKINSON, Ropert, Wigan, Ironmonger 


Sept il Gibson, Wiga 





SHARPE & Honors, Hitchaw, Me Garage Proprietors 
Aug 30at 11 14, Bedf 

SHAW, M, 8t Jamessq Aug “64 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs 
Carey st 

Stmupsoy, BARTHOLOMEW, —-, Poultry Dealer Sept 
lat?2 4 ard 6, West st, Bost 

THOMAS, RICHARD OWEN RITCHIE, Leeds Aug 25 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

THORNTON, JOSEPH, Norristhorpe, Liversedge, Yorks, 
Paper Merchant Aug 24 st1l Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Corporation st, Dewsbury 

WALKER, ARCHIBALD EDWARD JOHN, Sloane ct West, 
Lower Sloane st Aug 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidga, 
Carey st 

WALKER, F D, Regent st Aug 27 ati! Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 


at 10.30 


Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ACOCK, WALTER, Southampton Southampton Pet July 
26 Ord Aug 14 

BARR, THomas Henry, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Tailor Dews- 
bury Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

DE M&ZA, BERTIE BENJAMIN, Queen's rd, Finsbury Park, 
a gy Theatre Proprietor High Court Pet July 2 
Ord A 

EDMUNDS, Times LS ene Hants 
Pet July 10 Ord Aug 


Newport and Ryde 


FRINNEBY, ERNEST yF— by STANHOPE, Bis’ te, East 
India "Exchange Broker High Court ‘et Aug 12 
Ord A 12 

Grppons, THOMAS, Irby, Chester, Farmer Birkenhead 


Pet Aug 12 Ord —'~ 

GRAY, MARGARET JAN eee pce Photographer 

Pet Aug ll Ord Aug | 

GREEN, JAMES WILLIAM ethane, Amblecote, Staffs, 
Painter Stourbridge Pet Augll Ord Aug 1 

av, Streatham, Financia! 
Agent High Court Pet June 16 Ord Aug 15 

HAMILTON, ERNEST ALBERT, Nottingham, Lace wee 
turer Nottingham Pet June 23 Ord Angi 

HARMER, ARTHUR, Westow hill, Upper heageet, Tailor 
Oroydon Pet June 30 Ord Aug} 


| LITIATOFF, ALEXANDER, and FABIAN LEOPOLD, Inverness 


High Court 


Aug 24 at 3.15 | 


FL ———— EDGAR NEWBERY, New Southgate, Middix, | 


Tram Conduct r Aug 25 at 10.30 
ow 
VRINNERY, ERNEST ALFRED STANHOPE, Bishopsgate 


Off Rec, 14, Bedford 


Aug 25at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GRAY, FREDERICR WILLIAM, Leeds, Photographer Aug 
25 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

GREEN, JAMES WILLIAM HERBERT, Amblecote, Staffs, 


Painter Aug 25 at12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

HiaAMBLY Hewny PomMEROY, Caerphilly, Glam,(lerk Aug 
25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Cathe- 
rine st, Pontypridd 

HART, GEORGE ARTHUR, South Kirkby, Yorks, Colliery 
Becwermar Aug 24atl1l Off Rec, 21, King st, Wake- 
fel 

Jonxs, WILLIAM, Abercwmboi, Aberdare, Collier Aug 25 
at1l.15 Off Rec, St Cathrine’s chmbrs, St Cathe- 
rine st, Pontypridd 

JONES, WILLIAM, Margam, Glam, Farmer Ang 26/at 11.30 
Off Ree, Government bidgs, St Mary st, Swansea 

KAY, WILLIAM Henry, Burniey, Corp ration 
Clerk Aug 27 at 10.15 County Court House, 
house st, Burn 

MERRETT, WALTER, Hungerford rd, Camden Town Aug 
25 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

NICHOLLS, ISABEL ETHEL, Merthyr Tydfil Aug 27 at 12 
Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

PATRICK, JAMES ARTHUR, York rd, Lamteth Aug 27 at 

nkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RepwousE, HARRY ALLEN, Westcliff on Sea Ang 2% at 11 

Off Ree, 14, Bedford :ow 


ster 


| HawDon, 


ter, Bayswater, ing Keepers High Court 
Pet June 2i Ord Aug 13 

Moork, BENJAMIN, Burnley, Printer Burnley Pet July 
21 Ord Aug i3 


MULLINS, HAROLD PERcrIvVAL Victor, Bournemouth, Cabi- 
net er, Poole Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

NICHOLLS, ISABEL ETHER, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July 23 Ord Aug 13 

ROBIOLIO, FREDERICO CARBY, Lewin rd, Streatham, Argen- 
tine Commercial Agent High Court Pet July 6 
Ord Aug 12 

SPENCER, WILLIAM HENRY, Beeston, Notts, Lace Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet July 21 Ord Aug i? 

THOMAS, RICHARD OWEN RITCHIE, Leeds Leeds Pet Aug 
11 Ord Au: ll 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Cariton, Notts, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Augill Ord Aug 11 

WILLs, Henry, Bournemouth Poole Pet June 18 Ord 

3 

W UNSTORF, FREDERICK GEORGE, and FLORENCE WUNSTORF 
Patricroft, Lancs, General Clothiers Salford Pet 
Aug 12 Ord Ang 12 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARMITAGE, GEORGE, Bridlington, os House Keeper 


Scarborough Pet Aug17 Ord A 
AUSTIN BROTHERS, Ryder st, St Samey, Bespoke 
Boot Makers High Court Pet July 22 Ord Avg 16 


BURNETT, JOHN WILLIAM, Barnsley, Cycle Agent Barnsley 
PetAugl7 Ord Augl7 

Duss, THomAs, Bishop Auckland, Durham, 
Durham Pet Augié Ord Aug 16 

ELGER, CHARLES CHAPMAN, Chesterfield, D.rby, Plumber 
Chesterfield Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 

ARTHUR FARADAY, Gosforth, Electrica! 

a Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Aug5 Ord 


Tailor 


Aug 
Havren, “hasar WILLiAM, Frome, Semmes, Restaurent 
Keeper Frome Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 
Hopaxs. T THOMAS ALFRED, West Malling,” x. nt, Builder 
Maidstone Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 16 
Iveson, THOMAS, Durkar, vr Wakefield, Pig ont Poultry 
Keeper Wakefield Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 
MADDISON, HARRY TINDALL, Salusbury rd, West Kilburn 
Builder High Court Pet ~~ Ord Aug 16 
MATHIAS, THOMAS, Ebbw _— on, Grocer Tredegar 
Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 
PALLANT, HOWARD WILLIAM, Ipswich, Corn Chandler 
Ipewich Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 
PEARSON, THOMAS ALFRED, Roos, Yorks, _— King- 
ston upon Holl Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
PoTTEN, EBENEZER, Cianbrook, Kent, Nurseryman 
Hastings Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 
RUSHWORTH, WILLIAM, Halifax, Fried Fish Dealer 
Halifax Pet Aug 17 Ord A 7 
WARREN, GEOROR, eee , Baker 
Augis8 Ord Aug 18 
— ASHBY WILBERFORCE, Romford, oe, Account- 
Chelmsford PetJuly 30 Ord aug 
Yous, JAMES AUSTEN, Poole, Butcher Poole Pet Aug 18 
Aug 18 


Poole Pet 
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